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PREFACE 


The accredited authority on Madhva Logic 
is Jayatirtha, and his celebrated work, the 
Pramanapaddhati, is the authoritative logical text 
of the Madhvas. The Pramdnacandrikd is a 
shorter work and follows the Pramdnapaddhati 
closely, reproducing the language of the Paddhati 
in many places and acknowledging the Paddhatt 
as its authority at the end of every section. 
The Candrik@ however has the merit of being 
a clear presentation both of Madhva and other 
rival views. The present translation, it is hoped, 
will give a clear idea of Madhva logical theory 
and its points of agreement and disagreement 
with the theories of other schools. The Intro- 
duction which gives an outline of Madhva Phi- 
losophy will also be of use in understanding and 
correctly appraising the Madhva viewpoint. 

Jayatirtha is supposed to have flourised to- 
wards the middle of the fourteenth century. 
According to one estimate he must be placed 
between 1317 A.D. and 1380 A.D. Since the 
author of the Candrika refers throughout to 
Jayatirtha’s Paddhati as his source-book, and 
-always with profound respect, he may be taken 
to be one of Jayatirtha’s younger contemporaries. 
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He must therefore have flourished either at the 
latter half of the 14th or the beginning of the 
15th century. 

My sincerest thanks are due to my colleague, 
Dr. Satcowrie Mookerjee, for seeing the Sanskrit 
text through the Press. He has however departed 
from the original Madhva Vildsa edition (now 
out of print) in two respects. In the first place, 
he has divided the work into chapters—an 
evident improvement in form. Secondly, he has 
changed the text itself in some places. As 1 am 
unable to accept the correctness of all the changes 
he has made, some of the passages as they occur 
in the original Madhva Vilasa edition appearing 
to me to be quite in order, I leave the whole 
matter to the judgment of my readers. i 
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INTRODUCTION 


Madhva philosophy is the conceptual formula- 
tion of the religious attitude of devotion or 
Bhakti -and rests on the idea of an essential 
distinction between the devotee and the object 
of his worship. As the philosophic interpretation 
of the Vedanta téachings it is therefore not merely 
revolutionary but also heretical. Its dualistic 
metaphysics and its conception Bf the Lord as 
the efficient and not the material cause of the 
world are a direct negation of the monism of the 
Upanishadie teachings. It has thus been repu- 
diated -by Vedantists themselves as a gross cari- 
cature of the Vedanta . doctrines, particularly 
by the Sankarite Advaitins who - reject even 
qualified non-dualism as inconsistent with Vedantic 
Absolutism. Madhvaism thus stands to orthodox 
Vedantism as Sufism does to Islamic Monotheism. 
If pantheistic Sufism is the worst heresy of 
Islamism, no less is Madhva Theism as an 
interpretation of Vedanta monism. 

The central conception in the Madhva meta- 
physics is the idea of an eternal and unsur- 
mountable gap between the Lord and the world 
of imanimate objects and sentient souls. The 
Lord is the highest reality and has independent 
being.- The world and the individual souls are 
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all dependent on the Lord, but are not existent- 
ially one with Him. The Lord thus 38 the 
efficient and not the material cause of the world 
(cf. Nyaya). The world depends on the Lord, 
but also has being outside Him. So also have 
the jivas or individual souls who are subservient 
to the Lord and are his eternal servants. Thus 
the distinctions between the Lord and the world 
and between the Lord and sentient souls are 
not merely essential but also eternal. 

The main points of the Madhva Philosophy 
are summarised in a Sanskrit sloka the purport 
of which we give here in English :— 

“Tbe Lord (Hari) is the highest reality (para- 
tattva). The world is real. Difference is rea 
Individual souls are the servants of the Lord 
(Hareranucarah). They are distinguished by 
superior and inferior excellences. Liberation is 
the experience of untainted innate bliss. Bhakti 
or devotion together with the Lord's grace is the 
means to liberation. /Perception, Inference and 


| Verbal Testimony are the sources of knowledge. 


In regard to the Lord the Vedas are the sole 
evidence. The Vedas are eternal and impersonal. 

The above clearly brings out the wide diver- 
gence of the Madhva and the Sankarite views. 
For the Sankarite the world is a false appearance 
in the Absolute and is devoid of strict reafity. 
For the Madhvas the world has reality, though 
not the self-dependent reality of the Lord. For 
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the Sankarites, distinction is an indescribable false 
appearance in the undifferenced reality of the 
Absolute. Hence the distinctive reality of the 
world is an eternally cancelled appearance in 
Brahman. For the Madhvas, distinction is not 
only real but also eternal. Hence the five dis- 
tinctions between the Lord and the inanimate 
world, between the Lord and the individual souls, 
between one individual soul and another, between 
one inanimate object and another and between 
an individual soul and an inanimate object are 
both real and eternal. 

This brings us to the Madhva view of the 
nature and constitution of the world and its 
scheme of the paddrthas or knowables. Unlike 
the Nyaya-Vaisesikas who recognise seven kinds 
of knowables, the Bhattas who recognise five 
(the seven of the Nyaya-vaisesikas minus visesa 
and samavaya) and the Prabhakaras who recognise 
eight [five of the Nyaya-vaisSesikas barring 
abhdva and visesa, plus samkhya@ (number), 
sddrgya (similarity) and Sakti (potency)], the 
Madhvas recognise ten kinds of paddrthas, viz., 
(1) substance, (2) quality, (3) action, (4) gene- 
rality, (5) individuality, (6) the qualified sub- 
stantive (visista), (7) the composite whole 
(amst), (8) Power or Sakti, (9) Similarity and 
(10) Absence or Negation. << 

Of these, substances are of twenty different 
kinds and comprise (1) The Supreme Soul or the 
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Lord, (2) Laksmi, the Lord’s consort, (3) In- 
dividual Souls, (4) Unchanging Akasa which is 
the same thing as space, (5) Primordial Nature 
(Prakrti), (6) The Three Gunas, (7) Mahat or the 
Great Principle, (8) Ahamkara or The Principle 
of Egoity, (9) Understanding (Buddhi), (10) 
Mind, (11) The Senses, (12) The Infra-sensibles 
(matra), (13) The Elements, (14) The Universe, 
(15) Nescience (Avidya), (16) The Alphabetical 
Sounds, (17) Darkness, (18) Residual Traces 
and Dispositions, (19) Time, (20) Reflection 
(Pratibimba) 

Qualities again are of 41 different kinds 
including the qualities of the Nyaya-Vaisesikas 
as well as such other excellences and deficiencies 
as serenity, steadfastness, gravity of mind, fear, 
shame, strength, self-restraint, endurance, valour, 
magnanimity, etc. 

Actions again are either moral or non-moral. 
Moral actions are objects of approval or disapproval. 
Non-moral action is physical motion 

Generality is either elernal or non-eternal 

Individualities are innumerable and are the 
bases of all differentiation and distinction 

By a qualified substance is meant a substantive 
specified by an adjective 

= Composite wholes are again either limited in 
size or of unlimited extent 

Sakti or power is of four kinds, viz., inherent 
power, adventitious power, the. power that is 
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unthinkable, and a word's power of meaning or 
- referring to an object. | 

Similarities are innumerable and are functions 
of single objects as determined by their relations 
to other objects. Thus though a similarity holds 
between one object and another, it is a function 
only of one and not of both. | 

~ Absence is of four kinds, viz., Antecedent 
Absence, Emergent Absence, Absolute Absenee 
and Reciprocal Absence. Of these the first are 
other than the locations they characterise. Not 
so reciprocal negation. It is the same as its locus, 
the negation being non-different from the entities 
which negate each other. Further it is either 
eternal or non-eternal. As negation of eternal 
entities it is eternal, as negation of non-eternal 
entities it is non-eternal. ‘This follows from such 
negation being non-different from the entities 
which so negate each other. Absolute negation 
is the negation of what never, nowhere exists. It 
is thus the negation of the unreal] or the imaginary. 
Though the entity which it negates is unreal, the 
negation itself as the absolute absence of the unreal 
is real. Thus absolute negation is the real absence 
of the absolutely unreal.~ 

The Madhva view of the Lord and the indivi- 
d ve soul presents many points of contact with, 
as well as of divergence from, the Nyaya view. As 
with the Naiyayikas, the Lord, according to the 
Madbyas, is the efficient and not the materia] cause 
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of the world. The Lord further is independent, 
all-pervading and is the subject of such qualities 
as omniscience, etc. Laksmī is the power of the 
Lord. ‘The jiva or individual soul, on the other 
hand, is atomic (contrast Nyaya), is existentially 
separate from, though dependent on, the Lord, is 
ignorant, in bondage, etc. Further the jiva stands 
to the Lord as reflection (pratibimba) to the 
original. Through the knowledge of the Lord the 
karmic potencies of the jtva wear away, and this 
prepares the way to liberation. Bhakti together 
with the Lord’s grace is the cause of Liberation 
which consists in the experience of pure, inherent 
bliss. Prakrti or primordial nature is the cause 
of bondage and is the root of beginningless 
nescience. Nescience itself is a positive category 
and is the source of the two kinds of ignorance, 
viz., ignorance as regards one’s own nature and 
ignorance as regards the nature of the Lord. * 
The Madhya view of the twenty kinds of 
substance includes, it will be noted, not merely 
the nine different kinds of the Nyaya-Vaisesikas 
but also those of the Sankhya Philosophers. 
Elementary Akisa of the Madhvas, ¢.g., is the 
same as the Akasa of the Nyaya-Vaisesikas, while 
unchanging Akasa is only the space or dvik of the 
latter reintroduced under a different name. Thus 
we have all the nine of the latter, viz., the five 
elements, besides space, time, mind and self. But 
in addition to these we have also some of the 
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Sankhya metaphysics. For example, Prakrti, the 
Gunas, Buddhi, Ahamkdra, mind, the senses 
(indriya), the infrasensibles (mitra corresponding 
to tanmātra), etc., are all Sankhya padarthas. To 
these of the Nyaya-VaisSesika substances and the 
Sankbya padarthas, the Madhvas add some of their 
own such as Avidyd (Nescience), Pratibimba (Reflec- 
tion), the Alphabetical Sounds and Darkness. 

As regards gumas as qualities, it will be noted 
that they are not the same as the three gunas 
which are substances. The gunas as qualities are 
attributes while the three gunas are substantive 
reals. The gunas as qualities, it will be further 
noted, include not only the Nyaya-Vaisesika 
qualities but also many moral attributes of the soul 
such as serenity, mental gravity, magnanimity, etc. 
The Nyaya-Vaisesikas will regard these latter as 
compounds of certain primary qualities of the self 
such as pleasure, pain, attraction, aversion, etc. 

The Madhva classification of actions into moral 
and the morally indifferent or neutral also shows a 
clear departure from the Nyaya-VaiSesika view. 
For the Nyaya-VaiSesikas willing is a quality of the 
soul and not an action—a quality presupposing 
attraction or aversion as its condition and as such 
being the object of moral judgment. In Madhva- 
ism however willing is regarded as a kind of acting 
and therefore as a species of the genus which 
includes physical motion as well. 

The Nyaya-Vaisesgika view of generality is also 
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similarly modified by the Madhvas. The Naiya- 
yikas consider nityatva or eternality to be part of 
the definition of ‘generality,’ so that a ‘generality’ 
which is not nitya is no generality. The Madhvas 
reject this view and subscribe to the conception of 
nitya and anitya generalities. Thus Brahminhood, 
manhood, etc., are non-eternal generalities, since 
their individual substrates are non-eternal. Aman 
may become a Brahmin through the practice of 
penance and self-mortification just as contrariwise 
one may lose Brahminhood through misdeeds. So 
also manhood may be lost in a subsequent - birth, 
it being possible for a man to be-reborn as an 
animal in a subsequent rebirth. Thus we must 
suppose non-eternal generalities in such ‘cases. 
But a generality like that of individual self-hoed 
(jivatva) 18 eternal, for no jiva ever ceases to 06. 

And what 18 true of generality also holds of 
particularity. Here also we must recognise, 
according to Miadhvas, both eternal and non- 
eternal particularities. Thus the particularity of 
an eternal spirit like the Lord is itself eternal, 
while the particularity of a non-eternal thing like 
a jar is non-eternal. The Nyaya-VaisSesikas will 
say that the particularity of a non-eternal thing 
being due to the particularities of their eternal 
constituents, no separate particularity for the 
whole 88 8 compound need be assumed. But this 
ew does not appeal to the Madhvas. 


vi । 
In place of the samavaya relation of the Nyaya- 
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VaiSesikas, again, the Madhvas will have the two 


padarthas of the vigista or qualified substantive and 


the amśī or composite whole. These two between 
themselves comprise, according to the Madhvas, 
every case of the so-called constitutive relation of 
samav aya. 

Sakti, power, and Sddrsya, similarity, are not 
admitted as distinct paddrthas by the Nyaya- 
Vaisesikas. They are however recognised as such 
by the Pribhikara Mimamsakas and the Madhvas 
agree with the Prabhakaras in this respect. Sakti, 
however, according to Madhvas, includes, besides 
the power in words to refer to their meanings or 
objects, the unthinkable power which exists in 
the Lord alone in its completeness and only 
partially and in different degrees in other beings, 
the adventitious power which is generated in an 
idol or image through the inspiring influence of 
the worshipper’s devotion and the inherent or 
innate powers of things. Similarity again is 
eternal or non-eternal like generality and parti- 
cularity. Thus the similarity of j?vas or individual 
souls and other eternal substances such as the Lord 
is eternal, but the similarity of non-eternal things 
like jars, cloths, etc., is itself non-eternal. 

AAs regards Abhdva or Absence, the Madhyas 
hold that it has reality though the pratiyogi or 
counter-entity of the absence in some cases is 
asat or unreal (e.g., in absolute absence). For 
the Naiyayikas however Abhdva has padarthatva 
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or objectivity but not sattva or reality. Abhāva 


presupposes reality (bhāva) being adjectival to it, 
but is not itself reality. Thus reality (bhāvatva) 
appertains to the six positives or bhāva-padārthas, 
the first three (substance, quality and action) being 
real through the universal of being inhering in 
them (sattāyogena sat) while the second three 
(generality, particularity and inherence) being real 
through relation to that in which reality inheres 
(ekartha-samavaya). For the Madhvas however, 
‘absence’ or negation is a form.of sattva or reality 
just as is ‘presence.’ According to them, padarthas . 
include both the real and the unreal, the 
being a padértha or knowable without reality (é.g., 
sky-flower, hare’s horn, etc.). Reality again 
is either independent or dependent reality, the 
former being the Lord Himself and the latter 
including all positives (bhavah) and all negatives .. 
(abhavah) other than the Lord. ‘Thus negation, 
according to the Madhvas, is a form of dependent 
reality though the entity negated in the case of 
absolute negation is the unreal or the imaginary. 
The Madhva, the Sankara- Vedanta and the Naya- 
Vaigesika views of absence thus present-many in- 
teresting points of agreement and difference. For 
the Sankarites ‘absence’ has objectivity like its 
opposite ‘presence’ and as such presupposes the 
reality of the consciousness in which it appears It 
however does not affect the latter just as the snake- 
appearance does not affect the nature of the rope 
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which is its substrate. Thus absence as objective 
appearance presupposes a substrate of reality but 
is not adjectival to the latter. For tbe Naiyāyikas 
* however absence as objective nôt merely pre- 
supposes reality but also determines or characterises 
it. Hence absence though itself not a form of 
positivity yet both presupposes and infects the 
latter. For the Mādhvas however ‘absence’ is 
itself a kind of dependent reality to be distinguished 
from the kinds which positively fill experience. 

We shall now close our survey of the Mādhva 
9801200 with a brief statement of the distinctive 
eatures of the Mādhva Logic 
Pramāna, according to the Mādhvas, is either 
lapramana or Anupramdna. Kevalapramdna is 
e- knowledge which has prémdnya through itself 
as valid knowledge of objects. Anupramdna is 
ramana as the conditioning process or activity 
which gives rise to self-validating knowledge. 
Thus kevalapramdna is pramd or valid knowledge 
regarded as being its own pramānņa or evidence 
(cf. Ramanuja, Prabhakara), while Anupramdna is 
evidence through conditioning or causing the result- 
ing self-evidencing knowledge. 

Anupramanas are of three kinds, viz., Percep- 
tion, Inference and Verbal ‘Testimony. 

Of these, Perception is of seven kinds, viz., 
the five kinds of external perception by the external 
senses, internal perception by the mind and 
perception through the Witnessing Intelligence 
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which is the seventhjkind of Perception. Smrti, 
Recollection, is a form of internal perception: it 
is an immediate presentation of the past through 
the instrumentality of the mind. The impressions 
or residual traces of the past experience are the 
connecting link between the past experience and 
the present mental function. The recollection is 
the insertion of the past into the present (cf. 
Bergson). 

The Madhva view of witnessing know 
(Saksijiana) as a form of perception is pecul 
The knower itself acting as an instrument © 
knowledge is the Saksi or Witnessing Intelligence 
and the knowledge which results through the 
instrumentality of the latter is perception. The 
objects of such perception include the intrinsic 
nature of the self, the self’s properties or attributes 
such as pleasure, etc., avidyā or nescience, the 
functions of the mind such as the cognitions of © 
the external sense (which are also cognised by 
the mind), pleasure, pain, ete. Thus what other 
schools will regard as objects of internal perception 
are here regarded as being perceptions of the 
witnessing subject. But as perceptions such 
witnessing cognitions will be generated events 
and will thus lack the timelessness involved in 
the witnessing consciousness of temporal mental 
events as temporal. This is why Sankarites deny 
that the witnessing consciousness is a kind of 
pratyaksa or perception. According ‘to Sankarites 














© x - 
(१ il | च 
S 
CENTRAL LIBRARY 


2 


INTRODUCTION XXI 


it is primary (anubhutirūpa) but is not a generated 
cognition being nitya or timeless. 
As regards inference, the Madhvas hold that 
० the vyāpti which mediates inferential reasoning 
may be one of four kinds, viz., samavydapti (a 
symmetrical invariable relation—corresponding to 
Hamilton's U propositions), visamavyapti (an 
asymmetrical invariable relation—corresponding 
to A propositions), of the form of mutual exclusion 
asparaparihdra (corresponding to E proposi- 
parasparasamdvega, mutual overlapping, 
with parasparaparihdra, mutual exclusion 
answering at once to the three propositions, 
(i) In some case at least where A is, B also 18, 
7) In some case at least where A is, B is not, and 
Git) In some case at least, where B is, A is not 
he relation, ¢.g., between ‘being a male’ and 
‘being a cook’ illustrates this form.] Further, 
according to the Madhvas, co-presence of the 
probans (hetu) and the probandum (sadhya) either 
temporally or spatially is not necessary for valid 
inference. Hence the existence of the probans 
in the subject of the inference need not be always 
insisted on. When, e.g., one infers rain on the 
top of the hill from the perception of the fullness 
of the rivers at the base, the mark or hetu is the 
‘‘fullness of rivers,’ and that which is inferred 
by’ means of this mark, t.e., the sadhya or 
probandum, is ‘‘rain But the place or locus 
where ‘rain’ is inferred, i.e., the paksa or subject 
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of the inference is the hill-top, while the mark 
or hetu, viz., ‘fullness of rivers,’ is observed not 
on the hill-top but at the base of the hill. Hence 
the Madhvas conclude, what is necessary for : 
producing valid inference is not the observed 
copresence of probans and probandum, nor the 
observed existence of the probans in the inferential 
subject, but observation of the mark in any 
suitable place and time (samucitadesadivrtti). The 
mark in the above inference exists in the pre 
time while what is inferred therefrom, viz., ‘rair 
belongs tothe past. Similarly the mark is observed 
at the base while the rain which is inferred belongs 
to the hill-top 
It may be pointed out however that this ts ne 
innovation of the Madhvas and cannot be regarded 
as one of the Madhva contributions to logical 
theory. The point was anticipated by the Mimam- 
sakas long before the Madhvas. Parthasarathi 
in the ‘‘ Nyayaratnamiala’’ discussing the nature 
of vyāpti rejects the view that as a condition of 
inference it implies the copresence of the hetu 
and the sa@dhya as an indispensable condition. 
Smoke, e.g., which is rising up in the sky above 
proves fire not in the sky above but on the ground 
below. What is necessary therefore for inference 
is not spatial or temporal copresence of hetu and 
sadhya but simply fixed relation or niyama between 
them. Thus the way in which a thing is cognised 
in fixed relation to something else, in that way 
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does it produce the cognition of its correlative 
when cognised again (cf. ‘* Nyayaratnamala’’ 
p. 57, Chowkhamba edition, 1900). The so-called 
Madhva contribution in this respect is therefore no- 
thing but a re-statement of the Mimamsaka view. 
The Madhva rejection of vyatirekivyapti as a 
condition of inference is also no innovation of 
the Madhvas. The same view is also taken both 
by Mimamsakas and Sankarites long before the 
Madhvas, and the Madhva view in this respect 
is only a reproduction of earlier views. The 
Madhvas however may legitimately claim their 
classification of inference to be an improvement on 
earlier logic. Thus, according to them, inference 
is either from cause to effect or from effect to 
pause or from one thing to another not related 
| to it as cause or effect. For the Buddhist such 
non-causal relation is nothing but the relation 
of co-essentiality between genus and species 
(tadatmya). But Naiyayikas hold that there are 
other such relations besides co-essentiality. The 
Madhva view of non-causal inferences combines 
in itself both the Buddhist and the Nyfya view- 
points and has thus the merit of being a simplified 
solution of the different issues 
As regards Agama, cr authoritative verbal testi- 
mony, the Madhvas hold that it is both personal 
and. impersonal. Thus the Vedas are authorita- 
tive evidence though devoid of a personal source. 
But so also .are the personal communications 
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recorded in the Mahabharata and other sacred 
works. In connection with Agama, the Madhvas 
discuss the question whether words mean common 
characters or denote individuals, and the Madhvas 
decide for the dual character of the objective 
reference with the reservation however that in 
the case of nouns or substantives the primary 
reference is to an individual or individuals, while 
in the case of adjectives, verbs, etc., it 18 some 
attribute or character that is primarily meant. 
The psychology of learning word-meanings is also 
discussed by the Madhvas in this connection, 
and the view which they advocate in this respect 
is that the process of learning word-meanings 
consists in a course of parental guidance by means 
of uttered words accompanied by gesture-indica- 
tions of the objects meant. The Madhvas reject 
the Nyaya view of naming as a process of 
upamdana based on the instruction of elders. 

In regard to validity and its opposite invalidity, 
the Madhvas hold independent views though 
apparently agreeing with the Mimamsaka theory 
of intrinsic validity and extrinsic invalidity. Thus 
intrinsic validity, the Madhvas argue, is intrin- 
sicality in respect of utpatti (origination) or intrin- 
sicality in respect of subjective acceptance or 
recognition (jiapti). Intrimsicality in respect of 
origin means that the validity arises from. the 
same conditions as the cognition itself which it 
characterises. And intrinsicality in respect of 
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subjective recognition means that the agency that 
cognises the cognition is also the agency that 
cognises the validity of the cognition. Now as 
regards intrinsicality in respect of origin, the 
Madhvas agree with the Mimamsakas and reject 
tbe Nyāya view of an additional efficiency in the 
causal conditions as a condition of the validity 
of the valid cognition. As regadrs subjective re- 
cognition of the validity, the Madhvas hold how- 
ever that intrinsicality here arises from the fact 
that the witnessing Intelligence that cognises the 
cognition is also the agency that cognises the 
validity. This is a clear departure from the 
Mimimss view, according to the Mimamsakas 
(Bhattas) neither the cognition nor its validity 
being cognised by any witnessing Intelligence, 
both being cognised inferentially by the self from 
the mark of knownness in the object. As regards 
invalidity again, the extrinsicality in respect 
of origin consists, according to Madhvas, in its 
arising from the presence of certain defects in 
addition to the conditions of cognition, while 
extrinsicality in respect of invalidation or sub- 
jective rejection consists in the cognition itself 
being cognised by one agency, viz., the Witnessing 
Intelligence, and its invalidity being cognised 
otherwise, i.e., inferentially from the mark of 
its, practical failure. This also is an evident 
departure from the ordinary Mimamsa view ac- 
cording to which invalidation comes either through 
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the perception of defects in the causal conditions 
or through the consciousness of discrepancy with’ 
other experiences. 

_ It may be added here that the Madhva theory of 
falsity comes nearer the Buddhist than the Nyaya 
or Sankara-Vedanta views. Thus the Madhvas 
reduce the false to the level of the imaginary and 
the unreal ‘so that what the illusory experience 
apprehends is an absolute nought and not any 
elsewhere, elsewhen reality (as Naiyayikas say), 
nor any indescribable positivity without reality 
(as Sankarites say). Further, correction’ as ab- 
solute negation is the cancellation or rejection of 
this absolute unreality. ‘Thus absolute negation 
is the negation of a sheer nothing and not that 
of an elsewhere, elsewhen real something, as 
Naiyfiyikas say. For the Naiyayikas negation 
is always the exclusion of a real something from 
some real locus so that a negation of the unreal 
is sheer non-sense. The Judgment :“* The square- 
circle is not’’ is, according to Naiyayikas, equiva- 
lent to the Judgment : ‘‘ The square is not a circle, ड 
though expressed differently. For the Madhvas 
however the object of absolute negation is the 
unreal or the imaginary 80 that the Judgment does 
not assert the exclusion of circle from square (as 
Naiyayikas say) but expresses the absolute unreal- 
ity of a square which is a circle as well. 


— सिक 
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ENGLISH TRANSLATION 
OF THE 


PRAMANACANDRIKA 
PART I 


Reverence to the God with the Horse’s neck, 
the God who has Laksmi as his consort and who 
incarnated Himself in Rama—the God of Hanu- 
mana, in Krsna—the God of Bhima, and 
in Vedavyasa—the God of Madhva. Om Hari. 

Having touched the lotus-feet of the Lord of 
Laksmi and also those of my Guru or Preceptor, 
I proceed to write this ‘Pramanacandrikd’ for 
the easy comprehension (even) of young, immature 
learners. 

Everybody on this earth desires that happiness 
alone shall be his lot and that not even the smallest 
unhappiness shall ever mar his life. This is the 
moksa or liberation that is sought by all. Since 
this freedom or liberation comes only from the 
knowledge of the absoluteness and independence 
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of the Lord and the dependence or subservience 
of everything else, it behoves every seeker of this 
freedom (moksa) to understand all things in this 
way as being essentially subservient to or 
dependent on the power of the Lord who is in- 
dependent and absolute. Thus the commentator 
observes, he that realises all these that are 
dependent as being subject to the control of the 
Lord becomes liberated from the bonds of the 
empirical life. The knowledge of the dependent 
and the independent however comes from valid 
cognition and this is the reason why this 
particular treatise has been undertaken with the 
object of ascertaining the nature of valid cogni- 
tion. Even though the master Jayatirtha has 
elaborately expounded the distinguishing marks of 
valid cognition and the rest in such works as the 
Paddhati, ete. (Pramanapaddhati), yet, inasmuch 
as these works are not easily intelligible to 
persons of feeble intelligence on account of the 
deep and thoughtful language in which they are 
expressed, this treatise has been undertaken with 
a view to make the doctrines intelligible to these 
readers of average intelligence. And thus this 
undertaking is not superfluous even though it 
discusses most of the topics already discussed in 
these other works and gives besides a brief account 
of some of the objects of valid cognition as well. 
Since the (scientific) knowledge of Pramana 
and other allied things presupposes the trio of 
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statement (uddesga), definition (laksana) and 
examination (pariksa), the definition of statement 
and the rest is therefore first of all set forth. 
Uddesa is the statement or verbal indication 
of the subject-matter by means of its name only. 
In this definition the word ‘ uddesa’ stands for 
what is defined and the rest constitutes its defini- 
‘ tion, viz., the words ‘verbal indication of the 
subject-matter by means of its name only.’ This 
procedure (in regard to the thing defined and the 
definition thereof) will also be observed in all 
other cases (of definition) that will come up later 
on. If we say that a sound as such is a verbal 
indication, the babbling sound of the Ganges will 
rank as a verbal indication and thus our definition 
will be too wide. To exclude such cases we 
include the word indication in our definition. 
A verbal indication implies indication by 
alphabetical sounds (and not by sounds as such 
which may include non-alphabetical sounds such 
as the babble of a river). Butif we stop here 
and say that an alphabetical sound as such is a 
verbal indication, the alphabetical sounds ‘ the 
son of a barren woman’ should pass as a verbal 
indication. Hence to exclude such nonsensical 
combinations of alphabetical sounds the word 
‘subject-matter’ (in ‘indication of the subject- 
matter’) has been included in the definition. 
(The words ‘son of a barren woman’ are not 
indicative of anything and therefore indicate no 
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_ subject-matter. ) But if we stop here and accept 
‘verbal indication of the subject-matter’ as a 


logically complete definition (of uddesa), the 
‘caw’ ‘caw’ of the crow will pass as a statement 
or UddesSa. (The ‘caw’ ‘caw’ of the crow isa 
combination of alphabetical sounds and it also 
indicates something that really exists, viz., the 
crow's voice.) Hence the words ‘by the name’ 
in the definition which mean ‘by the words of 
the sacred language.” Even so, the definition 
is too wide applying as it does to a sentence like 
‘The earth has the character of smell’ which 
amounts to a definition (and not to a verbal indica- 
tion of the subject-matter only). To exclude such 
cases, the word ‘ only’ has been added (in 6 by the 
name only’). The meaning is: the name which 
indicates the subject-matter in a statement is not 
used with a view to bring out the distinguishing 
marks of the subject-matter. (The name is used 
only to indicate the subject-matter and not to de- 
fine it.) In the case of the sentence “The earth 
has the quality of smell’ which amounts to a defi- 
nition, though the subject-matter is indicated 
by means of the words (names) of the sacred 
language, yet, since the words have not been 
selected without reference to the marks which 
distinguish or define the subject-matter, the 
sentence cannot rank as a mere statement. 
Hence our definition of statement (as given 
above) is not too wide. Hence we conclude: a 
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statement consists in the indication of a subject- 
matter by means of such words (names) of the 
Sanskrit language as do not refer to the marks 
which distinguish or define the subject-matter in 
question. 

Some hold that the word ‘only’ has been 
added (in the above definition of Uddesa) with a 
view to exclude only such definitions as ‘ The earth 
has the quality of smell.” For (according to them) 
an Uddesa isa statement of the subject-matter 
without reference to its specifying or uncom- 
mon properties. Thus in the sentence (which 
is, in effect, a definition) ‘The earth has 
the quality of smell,’ since the subject-matter 
is indicated by reference to an uncommon 
property, viz., the possession of odour, the 
condition of indication of the subject-matter 
without reference to any uncommon property 
of it is wanting, and thus our definition (as 
not applying to it) is not too wide. It cannot 
be said that in the case of the earth and other 
things, statements in this sense are impossible in 
so far as such statements will have to indicate 
their respective subject-matters through the un- 
common properties of earthiness and the rest that 
distinguish them. For what is meant (by a verbal 
indication without reference to the uncommon 
praperties of the subject-matter) is merely that the 
statement should not contain any reference to dis- 
tinctive or uncommon properties other than those 
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that constitute the bare property of being the sub- 
ject-matter in question. 

This however is not a correct interpretation 
of our definition, for the definition as thus inter- 
preted will apply to sentences which are in the 
nature of definitions such as ‘The earth has the 
property of earthiness’ and thus will be too wide. 
(‘The earth has the property of earthiness’ isa 
verbal definition and not a statement of a subject- 
matter.) The sentence ‘ the earth has the property 
of earthiness’ indicates a subject-matter (viz., the 
earth) without reference to any uncommon proper- 
ties other than those that constitute the bare 
property of being the subject-matter in question 
(i.e., the property of earthiness). 

(Having explained the nature of Uddesa, 
we now proceed to define Laksana or definition.) 

A defining mark (laksama) is an attribute 
that exists only in the thing defined (and not in 
anything else). This means that a defining mark 
is an attribute that exists in every instance of 
the thing defined and does not exist in anything 
else. Thus in the case of the cow, the “ posses- 
sion of a dewlap’ serves as a defining mark 
as it exists only in (all) animals that are 
cows and does not exist in animals that are not 
cows. 

If we say that an attribute as such ig a 
defining mark, the ‘ possession of undivided hoofs ' 
will pass as a definition (of the cow) and thus 
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our definition of a defining mark will be too wide. 
(Possession of undivided hoofs is an attribute, 
but it is not an attribute of the cow which has 
cloven hoofs.) Hence we insist on the existence 
of the attribute in the thing defined. 

If we stop here and rest content with saying 
that a defining mark is an attribute that exists 
in the thing defined, then the ‘ possession of 
mixed colour’ will pass as a definition of the cow 
and thus our definition of a defining mark will 
be too wide. (Mixed colour exists in some cows 
but not in all cows and therefore cannot bea 
definition of the cow.) ‘To exclude such attri- 
butes (as do not exist in every instance of the 
thing defined) we say the attribute (that is, a 
defining mark) must exist in every instance of 
the thing defined. 

But this also does not suffice, for “ possession 
of horns’ may pass as a defining mark (of the 
cow) as thus interpreted and thus our definition 
becomes too wide. (Possession of horns can- 
not be a defining mark of the cow, for though 
this attribute may exist in every instance 
of a cow, yet it exists also in other animals 
such as the goat, the dear, etc.) To exclude 
such attributes (as exist both in the thing 
defined as well as other things) we say the attri- 
bute (that is, a defining mark) must exist only 
in (all) the instances of the thing defined (and in 
nothing else). . 
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What, then, is the purpose or end (prayojana) 
subserved by the knowledge of a defining mark ? 
The purpose or end subserved by the knowledge 
of a defining mark is the differentiation of 
the thing defined from all other things of a 
homogeneous or heterogeneous nature as also the 
correct use of terms (without a too wide or too 
narrow meaning). <A thing is said to be homo- 
geneous (sajatiya) with the thing defined 
when it is specified by the next higher class that 
subsumes the defined thing under itself. (This 
means that the homogeneous is a species co- 
ordinate with the thing defined and subsumed 
under the same immediately higher genus.) 
A thing is said to be heterogeneous (vijaliya) 
with the thing defined when it is not specified 
by the immediately higher genus that subsumes 
under itself the character of the thing defined. 
Thus in the definition of the ‘cow,’ ‘the essence 
of being a cow’ or ‘cow-ness’ constitutes the 
character of the thing defined. The immediately 
higher genus comprehending this character (of 
‘cowness’) is ‘animality.’ Therefore the horse 
and other animals which are characterised by 
this generic character of animality are homo- 
geneous (sajatiya) with the ‘cow.’ (Contrary- 
wise,) the jar and other things which are non- 
characterised by this generic character (of 
‘animality”) are heterogeneous (vijātīya) with 
the ‘cow.’ By ‘an immediately higher genus j 
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or ‘next higher genus’ is meant a genus which 
while not including any higher class inclusive of 
the thing defined is yet inclusive of the thing 
defined. Thus in the example of ‘ animality,’ 
since the class of animals is inclusive of the class 
of cows without including the class of material 
objects which also includes the class of cows, the 
animal-class must be understood as the im- 
mediately higher genus in relation to the cow- 
class. These considerations (concerning the 
nature of the next higher genus) leave no room 
for the objection that all things being included 
under one all-inclusive class, viz., the class of 
knowables and the like, are all homogeneous with 
one another and that therefore there is no real 
heterogeneity anywhere. (Since all things come 
under a common all-inclusive class, vtz., the 
class of knowables, they must all be said to be 
of the same class or genus, t.e., homogeneous. 
How then can you sensibly talk of the hetero- 
geneous and of one thing being heterogeneous 
with another? The answer to this objection is 
furnished by the definitions we have given above 
of the homogeneous and the heterogeneous as 
based on the concept of the next higher genus. 
When a thing is included under the next higher 
genus or class of the thing defined, it is said to 
be homogeneous with the thing defined. When 
a thing is not so included, it is said to be 
heterogeneous.) In this way in all other defini- 
2 
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tions the homogeneous and the rest are to be 
understood. 

(Having explained the nature of a valid 
logical definition, we shall now proceed to explain 
what constitutes the opposite, i.e., an invalid 
definition or non-definition.) 

An invalid definition or non-definition is 
the negation of a logically valid definition. 
Hence it is the negation of ‘‘that which, 
existing in every instance of the thing 
defined, is non-existent in things other than 
the instances of the thing defined.” As a 
negation, it is of the nature of a negation 
of a qualified thing. A qualified negation 
or a negation negating a qualified thing may 
be of three kinds, viz., (a) a qualified nega- 
tion negating the thing qualified, (b) a 
qualified negation negating the qualification 
of the thing, (c) a qualified negation negating 
both the thing qualified and the quali- 
fication of it. (An invalid definition is a qualified 
negation, because it is the negation of a valid 
definition which consists of a substantive and an 
adjectival part, the substantive portion being 
‘that which is non-existent in other things’ and 
the adjective qualifying it being ‘ while existing 
in every instance of the thing defined.’ Thus 
a non-definition, as being the negation of this 
substantive qualified by the adjectival portion, 
is a qualified negation.) Thus the non-definition 
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‘‘ The cow is an animal possessing horns’ isa. 
qualified negation negating the substantive 
part of a valid logical definition. (It negates the 
condition that ‘the defining mark must not 
exist in anything other than an instance of the 
thing defined.’ ‘ Possession of horns’ is existent 
also in animals which are not cows.) Again the 
non-definition ‘The cow is an animal possessing 
mixed colour’ is a qualified negation negating the 
qualification (that characterises a valid defini- 
tion). (The qualification ‘existing in every 
instance of the thing defined’ is negated in this 
case as every cow does not possess mixed colour.) 
Lastly, the non-definition ‘The cow is an animal 
possessing undivided hoofs’ illustrates a qualified 
negation negating the substantive as well as 
the adjectival part of a valid definition. (“ Posses- 
sion of undivided hoofs’ is present in animals 
that are not cows and absent in cows. Thus it 
negates the substantive ‘absence from other 
things’ and also the adjective ‘existing in every 
case of the thing defined.) 

(Having explained fhe nature of a logical 
definition and its opposite, we shall now proceed 
to explain the nature of pariksd or examination.) 

Examination or sifting of evidence (partksda) 
is mentally reflecting on the cogency or 
otherwise (of the evidence that has been 
adduced). Too wide use (ativydpti) consists in 
the use of a defining mark that exists in things 


® 
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other than the thing defined. Too narrow use 
(avy@pti) consists in the use of a defining mark 
that does not exist in a part of the extent (i.e., 
in some instances) of the thing defined. Ab- 
surdity (asambhava) consists in the use of a 
property as a defining mark that does not exist 
in any instance of the thing defined. That 
which is defined by the defining mark is called 
the laksya or thing defined. 
(Let us now proceed to define the 
S" subject-matter of this work, viz., Pramdana.) 
Prama@na as such (i.e., pramdna in general as 
distinguished from any particular kind of 
pramana) may therefore be first of all defined 
here. Pramdna (we hold) is that which agrees 
with the nature of the object (known). ‘This 
means that the essence of pramdna consistsin 
making the cognitum an object (of cognition) in 
the form in which it actually exists.) There are 
many things to be said here, but as this treatise 
is meant for young learners and as (more) in- 
telligent people may know all these from the 
work called the Paddhati, therefore they are not 
mentioned here.* The same observations hold 


Te 


f ®» The Pramanapaddhati observes that pramdna is here so defined 
as to apply both to the cognitive process and the knowledge that results 
therefrom. The cognitive process conduces to the apprehension of the 
cognitum as it actnally exists and is called Anupramana The reaulting 
knowledge also apprehends the cognitum as it actually exists and is 
ल. यहु (Pramdmnapaddhati, Madhva Vilfea Edition, p. 9.) 
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also in respect of other matters that will come up 
later on (in this treatise). 
/ In the above definition of Pramdana, since 
the property of apprehending the object is common 
to valid as well as doubtful and erroneous 
cognitions, the qualification ‘in the form in 
which it actually exists” has been included) If 
we had defined Pramdna merely as that which 
abides in the form in which it actually exists, 
then our definition would apply also to the 
cogniser and the cognitum (since these also 
abide in the form in which they actually exist), 
and thus will be too wide. Therefore we say: it 
must apprehend the cognitum as well (and not 
merely that it should abide in the form in which 
it actually exists). (Here ‘apprehending the 
cofnitum’ means ‘apprehending the cognitum 
immediately as well as mediately’ (through the 
help of a cognitive process). Hence our definition 
as applying also to the cognitive processes of 
perception and the rest (as also to the knowledge 
that results therefrom) cannot be said to be too 
narrow. Nor can this be said to bean illegiti- 
mate extension of the meaning of the term 
Pramdna, for such extension is quite unexception- 
able (inasmuch as the term Pramdna is, as a 
matter of fact, used in both the above two senses 
of the cognitive processes and the resulting 
knowledge). 

The subject who cognises a valid cognition 
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is called the cogniser or knower. The object that - 
is cognised by a valid cognition is called the 
cognitum or object known.“ Knowledge of the 
object as it actually exists is called valid knowledge 
or valid cognition. ) If valid knowledge were not 
defined as a form of knowledge, our definition 
would be too wide as applying also to the 
processes which are only instrumental in the 
production of valid knowledge.* Similarly, if 
valid knowledge were not defined as apprehension 
of the object as it actually exists, our definition 
would also be too wide as applying to doubtful 
cognitions and the rest. 

What, then, is the essence of a doubtful 
cognition (samsaya)? It may be said that it cannot 
be said to consist merely in an indefinite appre- 
hension for this amounts to a mutual dependente 
(a circular definition). ‘Thus (one may argue) in 
so far as a certain cognition is a definite apprehen- 
sion the definition of a doubtful cognition as mere 
indefinite apprehension amounts to a circular 
definition in asmuch as a certain cognition is the 
other of a doubtful cognition and a doubtful cog- 


* A distinction is drawn betweeu Pramd, valid knowledge, and 
Pramdna, the instrument of valid knowledge. Pramdna signifies both 
the source of the knowledge and the knowledge itself (as correct appre- 
hension of the object). But Pramā means the knowledge only and not 
its instrumental means. Thus Prama must be distinguished from the 
processes of intellection that bring about the result of valid knowledge, 
but Pramadna may be used alike for the cognitive processes and the 
knowledge that resulta therefrom. - 
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nition (defined as indefinite apprehension) 18 hke- 
wise the other of a certain cognition. This 
argument, we hold, is not a sound one. / An 
indefinite apprehension is in reality the correct 
definition of a doubtful cognition. There is no 
circle involved in this definition (as is contended 
by the opponent). For by the term ‘indefinite 
apprehension’ is here meant a cognition that 
appears clothed (bathed) in the numerous 
mutually incompatible forms that manifest them- 
selves in (float on the surface of) one single thing. 
If we had defined doubtful cognition as that 
which is a cognition our definition would be too 
wide as applying also to the case of the (certain) 
cognition ‘There is a jar here. Therefore 
we say ‘it must be clothed in many forms.’ 
Even so however our definition would be too 
wide as applying also to composite or collective 
cognitions such as the simultaneous cognition 
of a man and a post, or of a jar, a piece of cloth, 
a pillar and a pitcher, etc. To exclude such 
composite (certain) cognitions we say ‘there must 
be one single thing’ (in which the different 
forms are apprehended). But even then our 
definition remains too wide as applying to cog- 
nitions like ‘ This tree is of the Simsupa species,’ 
‘The jar is a substance,’ etc. (In these also 
there is cognition of different forms in a single 
thing.) Therefore (to exclude these), we say ‘ the 
different forms must be mutually incompatible.’ 
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But even so, our definition remains too wide 


as applying to erroneous cognitions like ‘ This 
is silver.” (In the case of the cognition 
of silver in the locus of a mother of pearl, there 
are two incompatible forms, viz., the form of 
mother-of-pearl and the form of silver, and these 
forms refer to one single thing, viz., the mother- 
of-pearl, and yet the illusion of silver in the 
mother-of-pearl is not a doubtful cognition.) 
To exclude such erroneous cognitions we say (not 
merely that there should be numerous incom- 
patible forms but also) that, ‘ the numerous incom- 
patible forms should also manifest themselves 
as incompatible.* (In the case of the illusion, 
the form of silver manifests itself while that of 
mother-of-pearl remains non-manifest to the 
cogniser.) Thus (since in the doubtful cognition) 
the different incompatible forms are held also to 
present themselves as incompatible forms (refer- 
ring to one single thing), our definition is not 
open to the aforesaid objection (of being too 
wide). 

Some hold that this doubtful cognition 
arises, with the absence of its solvent as an 
auxiliary condition, from five different causes, 
viz., (1) (cognition of) a common character, 
(2) (cognition of) an uncommon character, 
(3) (cognition of) contradictory characters (in ‘one 
and the same thing), (4) positive cognition (of 
certain objects), and (5) non-cognition (of 
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‘certain objects). A doubt arising from the 
perception of a common character is illustrated 
in the case of the perception of a certain tall 
stature which is common to a man and a post. 
The perception of this common character calls 
forth a simultaneous recollection of the two 
forms of ‘man’ and ‘post’ in the perceiver’s 
mind as the result of which there arises in the 
latter a desire to ascertain the true nature (of the 
thing perceived, 7. e., a desire to ascertain 
whether the object perceived is ‘a man’ or ‘a 
post.) In the absence, however, of perception 
of the crucial test, viz., the curved hollow which 
is peculiar to the trunk of a tree or the possession 
of a head, hands, etc., which is peculiar to a man, 
there arises a doubt in the form of a mental 
oscillation (between the two alternatives in the 
form) ‘Is that a man?’ ‘Or, Is thata post?.” A 
doubt arising from the cognition of an uncom- 
mon character is illustrated in the following case. 
The cognition that sound is a quality that 
belongs exclusively to Ether (Akaéa) awakens 
a doubt, in the absence of a perception of the 
solvent, as to whether it is an eternal or a non- 
eternal quality. A doubt arising from the clash 
of contradictory views is illustrated in the fol- 
lowing case. The man who discovers that the 
VaiSesikas teach that the sensibilities are consti- 
tuted by the elements but that the Sankhya 
teaches that they are not and at the same time 

"5 
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cannot find the means of deciding between the 
rival views is thrown into doubt as to whether the 
sensibilities are constituted by the elements or 
not. A doubt arising from a positive cognition 
is illustrated in the case of a man who first 
discovers the underground water in the act of 
sinking a well. ‘The discovery of the water 
throws him intoa speculative doubt (as to the 
real source of the water), and he thus enquires, 
for want of a solvent, as follows: ‘Has the action 
of digging only made manifest the water which 
has been existent all along but remained non- 
manifest? Or, has it made the non-existent 
water start into existence? The following, 
lastly, illustrates the case of a doubt arising from 
non-apprehension. The man who learns from 
hearsay that there lives a ghost in the banyan 
tree yonder and yet finds none when he comes 
near the tree is thrown into a mental uncertainty 


as he does not cognise the solvent. He thus 


enquires: ‘Is the demon not perceived because 
of its power of making itself invisible? Or, 18 it 
unperceived because it does not exist ?' 

Others hold that positive cognition and non- 
apprehension (as causes of doubt) being only 
modalities of the ‘common character’ (as a 
cause of doubt), doubtful cognition must be 
said to have three causes only (and not five 
as stated above). How is ‘positive cognition’ 
to be regarded as a modality of the ‘common 
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character’ that is supposed to be a cause of doubt? 
In "this way. There is positive cognition 
of a jar that exists in a dark place when 
a lamp is lighted and the surrounding darkness 
is dispelled thereby. There is also positive 
cognition of a jar that did not exist previously 
till the potter has operated on the lump of clay 
and brought a jar into being. (The positive 
cognition is thus a character that is common to 
an existent and a non-existent thing and thus 
raises doubt as to the existence or non-existence of 
the object in the mind of the cogniser). How 
is non-apprehension a modality of the “common 
character?’ In this way. ‘There is non-appre- 
hension of the existent such as the non-perception 
of God as well as of the non-existent such as the 
non-perception of the hair’s horn. (Thus non- 
perception as appertaining alike to the existent 
and the non-existent raises doubt as to the 
existence or the opposite of the object non- 
perceived.) 

But the true view is that the so-called “un- 
common character’ as well as “the clash of 
contradictory views’ being really modalities 
of the ‘common character,’ there is only one 
cause of doubtful cognitions, viz., the cognition 
of a common character.’ The way in which these 
(viz,, ‘the uncommon character,’ ‘the clash of 
doctrines,’ etc.) are to be regarded as comprised 
in the “common character’ should be understood 





20 MADHVA LOGIC 


in the manner they are shown to be so comprised 
in the work called the ‘ Paddhati.’ 

(Having explained the nature of doubt we 
now proceed to explain the nature of erroneous 
cognition.) 

An error (viparyaya) is a cognition con- 
sisting in the conscious certitude that a thing 
exists just where as a matter of fact it does 
not exist. If we define an error simply as a 
cognition, our definition will apply also to 
doubtful cognitions (which are also cognitions), 
and thus will be too wide. Hence we define 
error as a cognition which amounts to a certain 
knowledge or conviction. This excludes the 
cases of doubtful and uncertain cognitions. But 
since valid cognition is also as much self-confident 
as invalid cognition or error, we define error as a 
cognition that apprehends a thing where in 
reality the thing does not exist. This dis- 
tinguishes an error or invalid cognition from 
valid cognition and thus our definition is not 
too wide. But even thus our definition fails to 
exclude the cases of doubtful cognitions. A 
doubtful cognition (though lacking in certitude 
or decisiveness) also apprehends a thing where if 
does not exist. Hence we say, an error is a 
certain cognition. Even thus however our defini- 
tion remains faulty as applying to the case of 
valid cognitions as well, e.g., the cognition, 
‘the tree is in contact with the monkey.’ 
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The contact does not exist in all parts 
of the tree. (Therefore contact is asserted in 
respect of an object which is devoid of contact 
in some of its parts). Hence we insist on the 
word just in our definition, i.e., we say an error 
cognises a thing just where the thing does not 
exist. Such errors arise from faulty perceptions, 
fallacious reasonings and defects of verbal com- 
munications. The illusion of silver in the locus 
of a mother-of-pearl is an illustration of error 
arising from faulty perception. An error of 
reasoning is illustrated in the case of the man 
who under the influence of blinding dust imagines 
he perceives smoke and on the basis of the 
illusory smoke infers the existence of fire in a 
place where fire does not exist. Similarly, 
when on the strength of the lying report of an 
untrustworthy man one believes that there are 
five different fruits lying on the banks of a 
neighbouring river, we have a case of an error 
arising from a faulty verbal communication. 

An objection however may be raised here. 
We have defined Pramdna as consisting in making 
the object of cognition to be cognised in the 
form in which it exists (actually). Butthe defini- 
tion may be objected to as being too wide applying 
as it does to the case of ‘memory’ also (which 
is not usually recognised as a Pramdna). Our 
reply is: this is not so, for scripture testifies to 
the fact that “memory,’ ‘ perception,’ ‘ tradition ' 
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and ‘inference’ are to be regarded as the 
pramdnas or valid sources of knowledge in regard 
to such things as (dharma) merit and the like, 
by all those who desire liberation. Thus we 
have the testimony of scripture showing that 
memory is a form of valid knowing. 

Some philosophers define pramdna as the 
karana or instrumental cause of pramā or valid 
cognition. An instrument as such (according to 
them) is not a pramdna, otherwise any instrument 
such as an axe would rank as pramdna. Hence 
the definition of pramdna as an instrument of 
valid cognition (and not as a mere instrument). 
Similarly the epithet ‘valid’ is also necessary as 
without it the definition would apply to non- 
valid and erroneous cognition and thus be 
too wide. Lastly, the word instrument is also 
necessary as without it the definition would 
tantamount to an absurdity and also be too 
wide as applying to the consequence or result 
that follows from the instrumentality of valid 
knowing. 

We however do not accept the above view as 
we consider the definition too narrow as not 
applying to the result of valid knowing. (Our 
view is that the word pramdana signifies the 
knowing act as well as the result of knowledge 
that arises therefrom.) ड 

Others define pramdna as that which is 
pervaded by pramd or valid knowledge. 
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This also is not a tenable position. Every 
knowable object is validly cognised by the Lord. 
Hence every knowable such as the jar and the 
like is pervaded by the Lord’s valid knowledge. 
Thus every knowable answers to the above defini- 
tion of pramdna or valid knowing as that which 
is pervaded by valid knowledge. Thus the defini- 
tion is too wide as applying to knowables (and 
not merely to knowing acts). 

With a view to escape from the above 
difficulty, others modify the above definition as 
follows :—Pramana is that which being either a 
substrate or an instrument is at the same time 
pervaded by valid knowledge. 

Even thus however the definition is not fault- 
less. The mention of the word ‘substrate’ in 
the definition is without rhyme or reason Even 
granting that the Lord is regarded as a standard 
of validity, it -cannot be said that this in itself 
is a sufficient reason for introducing the word 
‘ substrate’ in the definition. For the word 
pramana is derived by means of the suffix lyut, 
and, according to the rules of grammar, the suffix 
lyut applies only to the instrumental, the locative 
and the nominative absolute. There is no rule 
for its application to a nominative as such, i.e. 
(as in the present case), to the agent, nominative 
ors subject of valid knowing. (The Lord is 
regarded as the standard of valid knowing only 
as the absolute knower, i.e., as the agent or 
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subject of absolute knowledge and not as its 
substrate’ or instrument.) 

It may be argued that even though the Lord 
as knower is the subject of knowledge, yet He 
also is the substrate or locus of such knowledge, 
and thus may very well be the meaning of the 
word pramdna. But even this argument does not 
bear examination. The Lord as knower is an 
agent of the knowing act and not its substrate or 
locus in the strict sense. For what is a locus or 
adhikarana? <A locus is that which is the ādhāra 
or container of the agent acting or the object 
acted on and is at the same time the dsraya or 
substrate of the action itself. (The Lord cannot 
be the substrate of the knowing act of which 
He is the subject.) , 

Others (the Prabhakaras) define Pramina as 
anubhuti, i.e., as the apprehension of a fact. 
By anubhuti they mean cognition other than re- 
collection or memory. According to them, 
anubhiuti cannot be defined simply as “other than 
recollection,’ for in this case the definition will 
apply to objects of cognition like the jar and the 
rest (which are other than recollection). Nor 
ean it be defined simply as ‘cognition,’ for in 
this case the definition will apply to ‘ recollection " 
(which is not an independent source of knowledge 
according to Prabhakaras). ळ्‌ 

But the Prabhaikara definition of Pramina is 
open to the following objections. In the first ' 
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place, it is too wide as applying to doubtful 
cognitions (which are also forms of apprehension 
or anubhuti other than recollection). Secondly 
it is also too narrow as not applying to memory 
(smrti) and the social codes derived from the 
Vedas. (Smrti means recollection as well as the 
social codes based on the Vedas and their teach- 
ings. The latter are analogous to recollection 
which is based on an original primary presenta- 
tion. The Madhvas accept smrti as pramana in 
both these senses.) 

(This closes our discussion of the definition of 
Pramdna. We now proceed to discuss its different 
a rieties. ) 

Pramdna is of two kinds, viz., (1) Kevala- 
pramana, g.e., self-contained, absolute knowing, 
and (2) Anupramdna, i.e., valid knowing 
as the instrumental cause of self-contained, — 
absolute knowing. ‘This enumeration is based 
on the order of importance. (Kevalapramana 
being of superior importance is first men- 
tioned.) 

Kevalapramadna means knowledge that agrees ५ - 
with the nature of the object known. The words 
“agrees with the nature of the object’ dispose 

‘of uncertain and doubtful cognitions, while the 
word ‘knowledge’ disposes of perceiving (and 
other intervening processes). (Kevalapramdna is 
the resulting knowledge as distinguished from the | 
processes leading thereto.) 
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There are four kinds of Kevalapramana (i.e., 
four kinds of self-sufficient, self-contained 
knowledge) :—(1) the knowledge of the Lord or 
Ivara, (2) the knowledge of the Lord's Consort, 
viz., Laksmi, (3) the knowledge of the Sage or 
Yogin, (4) the knowledge of the Non-Sage or 
Ayogin. 

The Lord’s knowledge is the knowledge that 
rests on, t.e., presupposes, itself only. The fact 
of its ‘depending on itself only ’ distinguishes the 
Lord’s knowledge from that of the Lord’s Consort. 
(The Consort’s knowledge, while depending on 
itself, also depends on the Lord's knowledge.) 
The fact of its being ‘knowledge’ distinguishes 
it from the Lord Himself whose knowledge it 18. 
(This is aimed at the Shankarite theory, according 
to which Brahman is nothing but pure self- 
revealing Intelligence. The Madhvas distinguish 
between the Lord Himself and the knowledge 
which the Lord has of Himself and all other 
things.) Or, we may say, the Lord’s knowledge 18 
knowledge that embraces all that appertains either 
to the Lord Himself or to that which is other 
than the Lord. The Lord’s knowledge cannot be 
defined simply as knowledge, for in this case the 
definition will be too wide as applying to the 
Yogin’s knowledge as well (which is also 
knowledge of a sort). ‘To exclude the latter,,the 
definition stresses the words ‘that embraces all, 
etc.’ (The Yogin’s knowledge is not all-embracing 
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as is the Lord’s). Further, the word ‘ knowledge ’ 
prevents a too wide application of the definition 
to the perception of the Lord. The Lord's 
knowledge is invariably in agreement with the 
nature of the object known, constitutes the 
essence or svarupa of the Lord, is without 
beginning and without end. [ 

The Consort's knowledge is knowledge that 
depends on, i.e., presupposes, the Lord’s knowledge 
only. If the Consort's knowledge had been 
defined simply as ‘ knowledge,’ the definition would 
have been too wide and applicable to the Lord's 
knowledge as well. ‘To exclude the latter, the 
words ‘depending on the Lord’s knowledge” have 
been added. Since dependence implies a distinc- 
tion (between the dependent and that on which 
it depends), the possibility of confusion (between 
the Consort’s knowledge and the Lord’s knowledge) 
is precluded. But mere dependence on the Lord’s 
knowledge does not fully define the Consort’s 
knowledge. The knowledge of Brahma and 
others is also characterised by this dependence 
on the Lord's knowledge. To preclude such 
extension of the definition (to the knowledge of 
Brabma and others), the word ‘only’ has been 
added. (The Consort's knowledge depends on the 
Lord's knowledge only, but the knowledge of 
Brahma and others depends both on the Lord's 
knowledge and the Consort’s knowledge.) Further, 
the word ‘ knowledge ` in the definition serves to 
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distinguish the Consort's knowledge from the 
Consort herself. Or, we may say, the Consort’s 
knowledge is the non-reflective knowledge of all 
objects other than the Lord Himself. Here the 
word ‘knowledge’ by itself fails to distinguish 
the Consort's knowledge from knowledge like 
that of ourselves. Hence to prevent such too 
wide application, the words ‘of all objects’ have 
been added. Even then the definition has a too 
wide application to the Rju Yogin's knowledge. 
(The Eju Yogin also has a reflective knowledge 
of all objects). Hence the word ‘non-reflective.’ 
The Rju-Yogin has only a reflective knowledge of 
objects. Again to say that ‘the Consort's 
knowledge is the non-reflective knowledge of all 
objects > does not distinguish it from the Lord's 
knowledge (and thus the definition as so worded 
remains too wide). Hence the further qualifica- 
tion ‘excepting the Lord Himself.’ But the 
words ‘non-reflective knowledge of all objects 
and no such knowledge of the Lord Himself’ 
would be absurd and self-confuting. Hence 
the words ‘other than’ (१. e., non-reflective 
knowledge of all things other than the ord 
Himself). Further, the word ‘knowledge’ in 
the definition distinguishes it from the Consort’s 
perception (i. €., the process of perceiving 
which leads to, or results in, knowledge). 
The Consort’s knowledge is also invariably 
in agreement with reality, is the essence 
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of the Consort herself and is beginningless and 
eternal. . 

The Yogin’s knowledge is the knowledge that 
has attained to special perfection or excellence 
through the power born of the practice of yoga 
or mental concentration. It is of three kinds, 
viz., (1) the Rju Yogin’s knowledge, (2) the 
Tattvika Yogin’s knowledge, (3) the Atattvika 
Yogin’'s knowledge. | 

By Rju Yogin is meant a jiva or individual 
soul who is capable of the spiritual excellence of 
Brahman. The Aju Yogin’s knowledge is the 
reflective knowledge of all objects other than the 
Lord Himself. As the mere words ‘the Rju 
Yogin’s knowledge is knowledge’ will not prevent 
a too wide application of the definition to our 
knowledge as well, the words ‘ of all objects’ have 
been added. As even them there is a too wide 
application to the Lord's knowledge, the word 
‘reflective’ has been incorporated. As thus simply 
the definition entails an absurdity, the knowledge 
being a reflective knowledge of all objects 
and yet not a knowledge of the Lord Himself, 
the words ‘other than the Lord Himself’ have 
been added. This knowledge is of two kinds: 
(a) knowledge which is the essence or nature of 
the Yogin himself, and (b) knowledge which is 
only. a mental state of the Yogin. Of these, 
knowledge constituting the Yogin’s essence 2 
beginningless and eternal, while knowledge as the 
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Yogin’s mental state is beginningless only as 
being comprised in a (beginningless) flow or 
stream (of states). Both these however are in- 
variably in agreement with the nature of the 
objects (known). 

The Tattvika Yogins are the supernal beings 
(with godly qualities) other than the Rju Yogins 
and full of the conceit of true knowledge of 
reality. Merely saying that ‘the Tattvikas 
are the gods with self-conscious knowledge of 
reality ' would have involved a too wide applica- 
tion to the Rju Yogins (who also have self- 
conscious knowledge of reality). Hence the 
words ‘other than the Rju Yogins.’ Merely 
saying again that ‘the Tattvikas are other than 
the Rju Yogins would have involved a too 
wide application to the gods or spirits who are 
non-Tattvikas. Hence the words ‘with self- 
copscious knowledge of reality.’ Since there are 
also ungodly beings (other than Rju Yogins) who 
also have self-conscious knowledge of reality, 
therefore the words ‘ with godly qualities’ have 
been added. The Tattvika Yogin’s knowledge is 
that which being beginningless does not, even 
by way of reflection, embrace all things other 
than the Lord. Merely saying that ‘ the 7'attvika 
Yogin’s knowledge is knowledge’ would have 
entailed a too wide application to the Lord’s 
knowledge. Hence the words ‘ does not embrace 
all things.” Even them there would have been a 
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too wide application to the Consort's knowledge. 
The Consort's knowledge is non-all-embracing in 
80 far as it does not extend to the Lord Himself. 
Hence the words ‘ other than the Lord.’ Even 
then, there would have been a too wide application 
to the Rju Yogin’s knowledge, for the Ryu Yogin’s 
knowledge does not embrace all things other than 
the Lord in the absence of reflection. Hence 
the words ‘even by way of reflection.’ Even 
then, however, the definition would have a too 
wide application to the non-Tattvika Yogin’s 
knowledge. Hence the words ‘being beginning- 
less.” It also is of two kinds, viz., (a) knowledge 
which constitutes the svarūpa or essence of the 
Tattvika Yogin, and (b) knowledge which is 
external (%.c., relates to external objects). Of 
these, ‘essential’ knowledge is in agreement with 
reality, but ‘ external’ knowledge is occasionally 
false, ४.८., not in agreement with the nature of 
things. 

The non-T dativikas or Atattvikas are the Gods 
and Sages practising Yoga who are other than the 
Rju and the Tdttvika Yogins. The non-Tattvika 
Yogin’s knowledge is that which, having a 
beginning in time, is characterised by slight or 
partial ignorance in respect of objects other than 
the Lord. Merely saying that the non-T dttvika 
Yogin’s knowledge is knowledge would have 
entailed a too wide application to the Lord’s 
knowledge. Therefore the words “characterised 
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by ignorance’ have been incorporated. Even 
then there would have been a too wide application 
to the non-Yogin’s knowledge. Hence the word 
‘ slight or partial.’ Even then the definition would 
have entailed an absurdity, for the non-T dttvika’s 
knowledge in respect of the Lord is tainted by 
immense (and not slight) ignorance. Hence the 
words ‘ other than the Lord.’ Even then there 
would have been a too wide application to the 
Tattvika Yogin’s knowledge. Hence the words 
‘having a beginning in time.” This also is of 
two kinds, viz., essential knowledge, and external 
knowledge. ‘The rules as to their truth or untruth 
are the same as in the previous case. The begin- 
ninglessness and the beginning-in-time of the 
Tattvika and the non-Tattvika Yogin’s knowledge 
respectively should be understood in the manner 
explained in the * Paddhati.’ 

The non-Yogins or Ayogins are the individual 
souls other than the Yogins or sages. The word 
‘ Jivas or individual souls’ differentiates the 
Ayogins from the Lord and the Lord’s Consort, 
and the words ‘other than the Yogins’ dis- 
tinguish the Ayogins from the Yogins. 

The Ayogin’s knowledge is knowledge charac- 
terised by immense ignorance in regard to objects 
other than the Lord. Merely saying that the 
Ayogin’s knowledge is knowledge characterised 
by immense ignorance’ would have entailed a 
too wide application to the Yogin’s knowledge 
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also. The Yogin’s knowledge is also accompanied 
by immense ignorance, viz., in regard to the 
Lord. Hence the words ‘other than the Lord.’ 
The Ayogin’s knowledge is also of two kinds as 
in the previous cases. Besides, it is also 
generated in time and perishable in time. This 
generation or cessation means generation or 
cessation with respect to the manifestation of the 
svarūpa or essence. The svarūpa or essence here 
means the svar#épa or essence of the knowing as 
a cognitive process or state. 

The Ayogins or non-Yogtns are also of three 
kinds: (1) those that are fit for liberation, (2) 
those tbat are perpetual participators in (the 
storm and stress of) life, (8) those that are fit 
only to live the stupefied life of inertia or Tamas. 
Of these, ‘ essential’ knowledge in the case of 
‘ those fit to be liberated’ is in agreement with 
the nature of reality, while the same in ‘the 
perpetual participators in life’ is of a mixed 
character (partly true and partly false). Of 
others, however, such knowledge is false as being 
in non-agreement with reality. As regards 
‘ external’ knowledge, it is both (true and false, 
i.e., in some cases true and in other cases false) 
in all the three kinds of the non-Yogins. 

The VaiSesikas accept sense-perception, 
inference from a mark, memory and the intuitions 
of the Sages as the four kinds of valid evidence. 
This (the VaiSesika view) however is untenable 
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as this enumeration does not include the Lord’s 
knowledge which is timeless and eternal as also 
knowledge derived from authoritative communica- 
tion (Agama). Further, recollection being the 
effect of the action of the mind which is a 
sense-organ, and the intuitions of sages being 
only a species of Yogik knowledge, and Yogik 
knowledge being itself a variety of sense-knowledge 
aided by the power of Yoga (according to their 
own admission), there is no reason for a separate 
enumeration of memory or recollection and of 
the intuitions of sages as independent sources of 
knowledge. 

| Having explained the nature of direct self- 
contained knowledge (kevalapramdna), we shall 
now discuss the nature of pramana as Anu- 
pramdana or mediating processes, | 

Anupramana is the means or instrumental cause 
of valid knowledge. Merely saying ‘ Anupramdna 
is knowledge’ would entail a too wide application 
to knowledge itself (which is the result or effect 
of Anupramdna) and to uncertain and doubtful 
cognition (which also 18 a species of knowledge, 
though not valid knowledge). Again, merely 
saying “Anupramdna is an instrument or effec- 
tuating means’ will entail a too wide application 
to the axe and other like instruments. Again 
merely saying ‘Anupramdna is valid knowledge ’ 
will entail a too wide application to Kevala- 
pramaiga (which is direct, self-contained valid 
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knowledge). Simply saying again that ‘Anu- 
pramdne is the instrument of that which is valid’ 
will entail a too wide application to the instru- 
ment of perception (which also is valid). Like- 
wise saying merely that ‘Anupramdna is the 
means to knowledge or cognition” will entail a 
too wide application to that which is a means to 
doubtful cognition, etc. Lastly saying that ‘Anu- 
pramana is the cause of valid cognition’ will 
entail a too wide application to the knower. 
Thus our definition of Anupramdna is proved to 
be necessary in all the points. 

(What, then is a sidhana, instrumental cause 
or means?) A Sadhana or instrument is that 
which being absent, the effect does not arise, even 
though other conditions like the knower, etc., are 
present, and which being present unobstructed, 
the effect necessarily arises. H.q., the axe in the 
process of striking (the tree to be felled). Hence 
there is no too wide application to any and 
every concomitant condition, e.g., no too wide 
application to cases of erroneously cognised 
marks or signs. Where error is involved, the 
presence of defects of sensibilities, etc., is the bar 
(to the cognition of the really effective means). 

(The sadhana is thus the cause par excellence, 
t.c., the most effective of the causal conditions. 
And this brings us to the question of the: nature 
of the cause.) 

The cause may be defined as the unconditional, 
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invariable antecedent of the effect. And the 
effect may be defined as that which is negated 
by the negation consisting in antecedent 
non-existence. (This means that the effect 
is that which does not exist before it is 
caused to be.) The cause again is of two kinds, 
viz., the material cause and the instrumental 
cause. The cause which suffers transformation 
(into the effect) is the material cause, for 
example, Prakrti or primal matter as the cause of 
the universe, the lump of clay as the cause of the 
jar. The cause which produces the effect without 
being itself transformed thereinto is the instru- 
mental cause, for example, the unseen moral 
forces (Adrsta) as the cause of the universe, the 
potter’s stick as the cause of the jar. Hence it 
follows that among the assemblage of causal 
conditions that which is the cause par excellence 
(i.e. most effective) is the sadhana, means or 
instrument. 

Anupramana is of three kinds, viz., perception, 
inference and authoritative communication. (Of 
these) perception is the means to the apprehension 
of that which is comparatively proximate, is non- 
mediated and present here and now. Hence 
perception is limited in range, being restricted to 
a small number of objects (i.e., objects which 
are near and present and not separated by*any 
barrier). Inference however is a means tothe 
knowledge of the Temote, the mediated and 
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the past and the future. Lastly, Agama or 
authoritative communication is an independent 
source of the knowledge of all sorts of objects 
of which the number is endless. The above 
enumerative statement is based on the order of 
the kind and number of objects made known 
(respectively by the three kinds of knowing, viz., 
. perception, inference and authority). There being 
three kinds of Anwpramdna or effective means to 
valid cognition, the cognition resulting therefrom 
is also of three kinds, viz., perceptual, inferential 
and authoritative knowledge. Of these, percep- 
tual knowledge is the cognition that is produced 
. by the process of perceiving. This (cognition) is 
what is meant by immediate knowledge, direct 
knowledge or witnessing knowledge (sākşātkāra). 
Similarly, the knowledge reached through in- 
ference is called inferential or mediate knowledge. 
Lastly, the knowledge derived from authoritative 
communication is called authoritative knowledge 
or revealed knowledge. 

(What, then, is perception as a source of 
knowledge?) Perception is the process of a 
sense-organ that is free from defects. (In other 
words, perception is the stimulation, by the 
object, of an organ of sense not subject to any 
sensory defects.) Here the word * sense-organ ' 
prevents a too wide application to inference and 
the rest. | 

But it may be said, perception is a species o 
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an instrumental cause, and an instrumental cause 
is possible only through an intervening action or 
operation. For example, the instrument of the 
act of cutting is the axe, and the axe is an instru- 
mental cause of the cutting or felling of the tree 
through the intervening operation of coming into 
contact with the tree. The intervening operation 
is that which being effected by the instrumental 
cause serves to effect that which results from 
the action of the instrumental cause, e.g., the 
contact with the tree which is effected by the axe. 
(What, then, is the intervening action in the 
case of perception as an instrumental cause or 
agency.’ ) 

We grant the force of the question which is 
thus raised. And our answer is this. The sense- 
organ is the instrument, and the contact of the 
sense-organ with the object (perceived) is the 
intervening operation (through which the sense- 
organ produces its effect as an instrumental cause). 
The consequence or effect which results from 
the action of the sense-organ as an instrument 
is direct or immediate knowledge (sdéksdatkdra). 
Here the process or operation (४.९. , the perceptive 
operation) is described as the operation of the 
eye (i.e., of the sense-organ concerned) with 
a view to stress the fact that the organ (as 
the seat of the operation) is primary while fhe 
operation inhering therein is secondary. And 
further the organs are said to . be free from 
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defects and to be in contact with their respective 
objects with a view to ensure the truth or 
validity of the knowledge resulting therefrom. 
Hence there is no discrepancy in our definition. 
Perception is of seven kinds, vtz., the six 
different kinds of perception consisting of the 


operations of the senses and the perception of the.” 


sdkst or witnessing consciousness. Of these, the 
perception of the witnessing consciousness is 
perception consisting in the operation of the 
Witnessing Intelligence as organ or instrument. 
The objects of such immediate knowledge or 
presentation are: the essence of the Self or 
Atman as well as the properties thereof, the 
nescience underlying absence or privation, the 
mind, the functions of the mind such as know- 
ledge, pleasure and the rest, time, Akasa in its 
original unmodified condition, ete. It also 
reveals its own nature, 

(Sensuous perception as arising from the 
operation of the six different organs presupposes 
the six organs of sense.) The six sense-organs 
are the olfactory sense, the gustatory sense, the 
visual sense, the tactual sense, the auditory sense 
and the mind. Of these, the objects of the 
olfactory sense are odour and the different kinds of 
fragrance which are the specific modes of odour ; 
the objects of the gustatory sense are tastes and 
its specific forms; the objects of the visual sense 
and touch are substances having magnitude and 
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perceptible (generated) colour and form, certain 


qualities such as number and the rest, the 
different kinds of motion, and the generic 


characters. The feel of air is also an object of 
touch. Air itself is (not directly perceived by 
touch, but only) inferred from its feel (which is 
revealed to touch). (The inference is as follows.) 
The wind that blows is felt as being neither hot 
nor cold. Since the feel is a quality like colour 
and cannot go wandering, there must be some sub- 
stance in which the feeling in question inheres or 
abides. What, then, is the substance which is the 
substrate of the feeling in question? It cannot 
be earth, for earth, though characterised by per- 
ceptible touch, is also characterised by perceptible 
form and colour, whereas the feeling which is 
experienced (in the case of the blowing wind) 
evidently has no substrate of a perceptible form 
and colour. Nor can the substrate in question be 
either water or fire, for the feel which it induces 
is not experienced as cold (as in the case of 
water) or hot (as in the case of fire). Nor again 
can it be the four ubiquitous substances since 
they are all devoid of the quality of such feeling. 
The assumption of tactual properties in the ubi- 
quitous substances would entail a perception of 
touch everywhere and at all times. Nor also 
can the mind be the substrate in question,, for 
the mind is atomic or infinitesimal and the touch 
of the infinitesimal or atomic ts imperceptible, 


} 
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i.e., beyond sense-perception. Hence we conclude 
hat which constitutes the substrate of the quality 
that is felt by touch in the case in question ts 
the (specific) substance we call air. 

But it may be said air is perceptible (and not 
inferred as above shown), because it is the 
substrate of a perceptible touch just as is the 
jar. This objection is not tenable, for air is the 
substrate of perceptible touch only because of an 
adventitious condition, viz., its association with 
an object of perceptible form and colour. (An 
adventitious condition is anything that is in- 
variably correlated with the probandum but 18 
not an invariable correlate of the probans.) In 
the case in question, the condition is an in- 
variable correlate of the probandum as determined 
by the property of the subject in which it 
is inferred. (The subject of the inference 158 
air which is an external substance and the pro- 
bandum is perceptibility). That the adventitious 
condition is perceptible colour and form is proved 
by the invariable correlation of external sub- 
stances that are perceptible and the presence 
of perceptible colour and form together with 
the absence of any such correlation between the 
ground of the inference, ४१४, “being the substrate 
of perceptible touch’ and the adventitious condi- 
tion, viz., the ‘ presence of perceptible colour and 
form.’ Thus we find that whatever ls an external 
substance and ‘is perceived is also characterised 
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by perceptible colour and form, but we cannot 
say that whatever is a substrate of a perceptible 
touch has also perceptible colour and form. 
(Hence being the substrate of a perceptible touch 
is a valid ground for perceptibility only on the 
condition that the substrate has perceptible colour 
and form and not otherwise. In other words, the 
ground is a ground only under conditions and 
not unconditionally and therfore the inference in 
question is not flawless.) Hence though you 
affirm the presence of the ground (viz., being 
the substrate of a perceptible touch), in the subject 
of the inference (viz., air), yet perceptible form and 
colour which always accompany the probandum, 
i.e., perceptibility, is no invariable correlate of 
the ground (and so the ground fails to prove 
the presence of the probandum being shown 
to be no invariable correlate of an invariable 
correlate of the probandum.) Hence it follows 
that air is inferred from its special touch (and 
not perceived as contended). 

The objects perceived by the auditory sense 
are sounds and their varieties in the form of 
the alphabetical or verbal sounds. 

Inadvertence of the mind (partial or complete), 
colour-blindness, jaundice, etc., are the defects 
of the five sensibilities. 

The objects (of the five different senses) are 
also objects of the mind (the sixth sense) and 
the mind makes them its objects by presiding 

— 


=- 


r 





PRAMANACANDRIKA 43 


over and guiding and directing the operations of 
the five external senses. 

But the mind also perceives past events and 
in such perception it does not require the aid 
of the external senses. The result of such per- 
ception (of the past independently of the external 
senses) is memory or recollection. Memory is 
thus said to be an effect of internal perception 
(by the mind as the sixth sense). The contact 
of sense and object in this case (१.८. , in the case 
of a direct perception of the past by means of 
the mind as the sixth sense) is furnished by 
what we call the Samské@ra, trace or disposition 
left behind by the past experience. (The mind 
as the sixth sense has a direct vision of the past 
and what we call the disposition or trace of the 
past experience is nothing but the contact of the 
past with the present, or as Bergson would say 
perhaps, the insertion or prolongation of the 
past into the present). The process (of the 
mind in recollection) is thus analogous to that 
of the specially gifted senses of the yogis which 
possess extraordinary supernal powers due to 
the practice of yogik concentration (and thereby 
cross the gulf between the past and the present). 

The defects of the mind (which vitiate the 
mental or internal perceptions) are desires, 
predispositions, etc. 

There are also defects of the objects perceived 
(which interfere with their correct perception) and 
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these are long intervals (of time or space), close 
proximity (in time or space), subtile or potential 
condition of the objects, intervening barriers 
(media) separating the objects from the perceiver, 
non-manifestation of the objects (e.g., of the stars 
in daylight), intermixture with objects of a like 
or similar nature, etc. 

These defects being present, in some cases the 
cognition itself is not generated and in some cases 
doubt or uncertainty arises (as to the evidence of 
the cognition that is generated). 

In the case of cognition due to the operation of 
the senses, the cause consists of the contacts of the 
four beginning with the self. Thus the self must 
come into contact with the mind, the mind with 
the sensibilities, the sensibilities with the objects. 
The sensibilities have no immediate intuition of 
objects at a distance and must actually dart forth 
to the place of the objects and come into contact 
with them in order to reveal them. ‘The self- 
same contacts which enable the sensibilities to 
reveal their respective objects are also the imme- 
diate cause of the perception of their respective 
absence. No intervening relations mediate be- 
tween the contacts and the absence in the case of 
perception of absence (as Naiyayikas say). 

One school of philosophers (the Naiyayikas) 
holds that the contact which brings on cogni- 
tion in the form of immediate perception is 
of six different kinds. Thus ‘(according to 
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this school) it is either conjunction, or inher- 
ence in the conjoined, or inherence in that 
which is inherent in the conjoined, or inher- 
ence, or inherence in the inherent, or the 
relation of qualifying and qualified. Of these, 
conjunction is the contact or relation that 
is effected between the eye and substances like 
jars, etc. (i.e., the relation which brings on the 
perception of substances like jars, etc.). ‘The 
relation of inherence in the conjoined similarly 
exists in the case of colour (which is a quality), 
actions and generic characters. (These inhere in 
substances like jars, dishes, etc., and these latter 
are in conjunction with the eye. ‘Therefore the 
visual perception of colour, action and generic 
character takes place through the relation of in- 
herence in that which is in conjunction with the 
eye.) In the same way in tactual perception, the 
relation which brings on perception by the tactual 
sense is actual conjunction with the tactual sense 
in the case of perception of substances such 
as jars, etc., and the relation of inherence in that 
which is in conjunction in the case of the quality 
of touch, the actions and generic characters of 
these substances. So also in the case of the 
internal perception of the self by the mind, the 
relation is conjunction of mind and the self- 
substance in the case of the perception of the latter 
while it is inherence in that which is in conjunc- 
tion in the case of the perception of the pleasure 
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and pain that exist in the self. So also in the 
case of perception of smell and taste by the 
olfactory and gustatory senses, respectively, the 
relation is inherence in that which is in conjunc- 
tion, the smell and the taste being inherent in 
substances which are in conjunction respectively 
with the olfactory and gustatory senses. Similar- 
ly, in the perception of the generic characters of 
qualities and actions, the relation which mediates 
is inherence in that which is inherent in sub- 
stances in conjunction (the generic characters 
being inherent in the qualities and actions which 
are themselves inherent in the substances of which 
they are qualities and actions). In the perception 
of sound by the auditory sense, however, the 
relation is simple inherence, for the auditory 
sense is nothing but ether or Akasa as limited 
by the tympanum of the ear (sound being a quality 
of Akasa and so inherent in Akasa). (The 
auditory sense being Akasa itself as limited by 
the tympanum and sound being inberent in 
Akasa the relation which holds between sound 
and the auditory sense in the case of perception of 
sound is a relation of pure inherence.) But the 
perception of the generic characters, etc., of the 
sound (inherent in particular sounds) is mediated 
by the relation of inherence in the inherent 
(sounds being inherent in Akasa and therefore 
in the limited Akasa which is the auditory sense, 
and the generic characters, etc., ‘of sounds being 
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inherent in sounds). The perception of the absence 
of the jar by the eye takes place through the relation 
of qualification and qualified. Inthe case of the 
perception in the form ‘ In this place here, there 
is no jar,’ the absence of the jar is the qualified 
and the qualification which specifies the absence 
is the particular place or locality with reference 
to which the absence is perceived. (The localisation 
thus acts as the specifying attribute of the absence 
in question.) In the case againof the perception 
of the absence being in the form ‘‘This place 
is characterised by the absence of the jar,” the 
place itself acts as the qualified substrate and 
the absence of the Jar is regarded as its qualifica- 
tion. Similarly in the perception of Inherence 
itself the mediating relation is that of qualified 
and qualification (Inherence does not inhere. Nor 
is it in conjunction with the objects between which 
it holds. Hence the relation of inherence to the 
objects between which it holds is said to be a 
unique relation which is that of qualification 
and qualified. The inherence is a qualification 
of the objects between which the inherence holds.) 
Thus in the case of the inherence of the whole 
cloth in its parts, viz., the threads, the inherence 
is related to the cloth and the threads by the rela- 
tion of qualification to qualified (and not bya 
second relation of inherence nor by conjunction). 
All this however is fallacious and untenable. 
Qualities, actions, etc., being nothing apart from 
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(१.८. , being non-different from) the things qualified 
or the things acting, etc., a relation of inherence 
between qualities, etc., and their substrates 18 
impossible (for inherence presupposes a difference 
between the inherent and that in which the 
inherent inheres). Besides, there is no valid 
ground for the acceptance of inherence as real. 
Though the relation of conjunction between the 
self and the mind is required in the case of the 
perception of other objects, it is not so required 
in the perception of the self itself or its properties 
and states, for the self and its properties being 
the objects presented to the witnessing Intelligence 
are not objects of perception by the mind. Again, 
alphabetical sounds being themselves substances 
are not qualities at all. It cannot be said that 
they cannot be substances as besides having 
generic characters they are perceptible to only 
one of our external senses. For this rule fails, 
according to our view, in the case of darkness. 
(Darkness has generic character, is revealed only 
to one of our external senses, and yet is a substance 
and not a quality.) And it fails also in the 
ease of the light of the lamp according to the 
view of those who hold it to be substantive. (The 
light of the lamp has generic character, is 
presented to one external sense and yet is held 
by the Naiyayika to consist of nothing but fire- 
atoms which are substances.) Further though 
non-alphabetical sounds are qualities of ether or 
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Akasa, yet since as qualities they are non- 
different from their substrate of Akdsa, a 
relation of inherence between non-alphabetical 
sounds and Akasa is impossible. As regards 
the relation of qualification and qualified, it 
being only another name for the relation that 
consists in nothing but the essence of a rela- 
tion itself (svaripasambandha), no separate 
relation of qualification and qualified really 
exists. (Svartipsambandha is the name of 
the relation that consists in the essence or 
sbaripa of a relation. ‘Thus inherence is related 
by svaripasambandha to the objects between 
which it holds. This means that the relation 
which relates inherence to its relata is no separate 
relation but the svariipa or essence of the in- 
herence itself.) 

But some however say that memory is the 
consciousness that is caused only by traces of past 
experience. The adverb ‘only’ precludes recogni- 
tion (which arises not simply from traces but also 
require other factors). Recognition is the cogni- 
tion that arises from the joint operation of traces 
of past experience and sense-contact with present 
objects. The word coincidence (samprayoga) 
means contact (of sense and object). Non-men- 
tion of traces (as a causal condition of recognition) 
will make recognition indistinguishable from a 
simple cognition like ‘Here is a jar.’ Non- 
mention of coincidence or contact (as a causal 
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condition) will again make recognition indis-. 
tinguishable from memory. 

The above view is not tenable. For all 
valid knowledge is due to a valid ground or 
source of knowledge and therefore since memory 
is one kind of valid knowledge, the cause of 
memory, viz., the traces of past experience, will 
have to be admitted as an independent pramdna 
or ground of true knowledge. But in this case 
the number of pramdnas or valid sources of 
knowledge will be four and this is unestablished 
(as we have seen that the number is three and 
neither more nor less). It cannot be said that 
the objection applies also to our view (of recollec- 
tion or memory). We hold memory to be due 
to internal perception by the mind with concen- 
tration of attention (bha@vand) as an auxiliary 
condition. (Hence in our view memory is a 
form of perception, a kind of intellectual intuition 
where the trace of the past experiences serves the 
function of contact of the present mind with the 
past experience. Thus according to our view, 
though memory is admitted to be a form of valid 
knowledge, it is regarded only as a variety of 
perception, and so the cause of memory is nota 
separate source of knowledge, though no doubt it 
is a ground of true knowledge.) 

There are four kinds of perception (as a source 
of valid knowledge), viz., the Lord's perception, 
the Consort’s perception, the perception that 
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belongs to the Yogin or Seer, and the perception- 
that belongs to an ordinary ` mortal (ayogin). 
The objects of these different kinds of perception 
are the same as the objects of the corresponding’ 
cognitions or experiences which each kind induces 
in its respective perceiver. For fuller details the 
reader is referred to Jayatirtha’s Pramdna- 
paddhati (which we think unnecessary to go into 
over again here). Thus everything (relating to 
perception) has been set forth and therefore we 
close our chapter on perception as expounded in 
this Pramdnacandrik&é on the lines chalked out 
by the revered Jayatirtha. We bend our heads 
in respect to the sage Vyasadeva. 

Let us now proceed to the next Pramana, viz., 
Inference. Inference is flawless reasoning, flawless 
establishment or proof of a conclusion (by means 
of a reason or ground). The synonyms of proof 
are reasoning, arguing from a mark to the thing 
marked, concluding on the basis of something 
which is pervaded by an invariable relation to 
something else. 

= Inference cannot be defined simply as reason- 
ing or arguing from a mark, for the definition 
would then apply to fallacious reasonings such as 
those where the subject of the inference is 
fictitious or unreal and where the mark is known 
by a valid source of knowledge to exclude 
(instead of being invariably related to) the thing 
marked. In these cases the reasonings are 
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grounded on an invariable correlation and yet the 
reasonings are fallacious. (In the former, though 
the invariable relation holds, the subject of the 
inference is non-existent and thus the locus in 
which the relation is to prove the existence of the 
probandum does not exist. In the latter, the 
invariable relation is asserted in the reasoning 
but in actual fact no such relation holds, and 
thus the conclusion lacks material truth.) Hence 
inference is defined not as reasoning merely, but 
as flawless reasoning. Nor again can inference be 
defined simply as that which is flawless for in 
this case the definition will apply equally to 
Perception as a source of knowledge. Hence it is 
defined as reasoning (which is flawless). 

The instrumental cause of inference is the 
sign or mark (by means of which we infer the 
probandum). The operation or process (of the 
instrumental cause) which leads to or establishes 
the conclusion is reasoning or argumentation (i.e., 
reasoning by means of the sign through which the 
subject of the inference is brought in relation to 
the probandum). The inferred conclusion is the 
result which emerges out of the process. Reason- 
ing (Pardmar§a) consists in the cognition of the 
mark in the form of its invariable relation to the 
probandum as a property of the subject of the 
inference. For example in the inference of: fire 
in yonder mountain from the perception of smoke 
therein, the reasoning consists ‘in cognition of 
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the smoke as an invariable concomitant of fire and 
as being, as so invariably related, a property of the 
mountain yonder. The cognition which results 
from the process, viz., yonder mountain is on fire, 
is the resulting inference. Invariable relation 
means invariable concomitance (or sequence) as in 
the case ‘ wherever there is smoke, there is fire.’ 
By concomitance or co-existence is here meant a 
relation merely between the ground of the infer- 
ence and its probandum. By the invariableness 
of the concomitance is not meant then co-inher- 
ence in the same substrate. The invariableness 
of the concomitance means simply that the con- 
comitance is fixed and unfailing. The purport of 
the whole is that vyāpti or invariable con- 
comitance consists in an unfailing relation 
between the ground of the inference and its 
probandum. It follows therefore that the 
essential character (the defining mark) of vyaptz 
consists in the unfailing regularity of concomi- 
tance (between two or more phenomena). ‘Thus 
when we observe that wherever smoke is per- 
ceived, there fire also is perceived, we are said to 
cognise the relation of vydpti or invariable con- 
comitance between ‘smoke’ and ‘fire.’ Here 
“smoke” is the pervaded and fire the pervading 
property. The locus or abode of the invariable 
relation is called the pervaded while that which 
defines or marks off the relation 18 called the 
pervading. [Thus if A is invariably related 
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to B, A as the locus of the invariable relation 
is the pervaded, while 13 as defining or mark- 
ing off this (particular) invariable relation 
from other invariable relations is the pervading 
or pervader.] By the pervaded being a property 
of the subject of the inference 18 meant its 
existence in a suitable place (so as to make 
its invariable relation with the pervader pos- 
sible. It does not mean that the pervaded 
property should be spatially or temporally includ- 
ed within the pervader). And thus our theory 
is free from flaws even of a trivial character. 

Some however give the following account of 
invariable concomitance. Invariable concomi- 
tance (as an element or factor of inference) means 
the coinherence of the ground and the probandum 
in one and the same locus so that the probandum 
ean never be that which is negated by the 
absolute negation that coinheres in the locus of the 
ground of the inference and also does not coinhere 
in the locus of that which it negates. (In other 
words, if the probandum is not that which is 
negated by the absolute negation that occupies the 
place where the ground exists and also does not 
occupy the place where the object negated by the 
said absolute negation exists, then the relation of 
coexistence in the same locus between the ground 
and the probandum 18 an invariable relation.}y 

Mere coexistence with the probandum in one 
and the same locus does not fully bring out the 
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nature of vyapti or invariable relation. Take the 
inference, f. i., “6 Yonder mountain is on fire, 
because it has the character of knowableness.”’ 
Here coexistence in the same locus holds 
(between the ground, ‘ knowableness,’ and the 
probandum, ‘fire,’ i.e., the locus of ‘fire, 
e.g., the ‘oven,’ is also the locus of knowable 
ness, i.e., the oven is a knowable object). And 
yet the inference is evidently fallacious. To 
exclude such cases, the probandum (coexistence 
wherewith will constitute vyāpti) is qualified 
as being one which is not that which is 
negated by the absolute negation which occupies 
the place where the ground or Hetu exists. 
(This qualification of the probandum excludes the 
case of the above fallacious inference and other 
like cases. For ‘fire,’ the probandum of the 
above inference, is that which is negated by the 
absolute negation occupying the place where the 
eround, viz., “knowableness,’ exists; e.g., fire 
never exists in the great lake and yet ‘ knowable- 
ness’ exists im the great lake in so far as the lake 
is a knowable object. ‘Therefore the probandum, 
‘fire,’ is not that which is absolutely non-existing 
where the ground, “ knowableness,’ exists.) Even 
this qualification of the probandunt, however, fails 
to exclude the case of (the evidently fallacious) 
inference, ‘‘The tree is in contact (with the 
monkey) because it has the generic character of 
substances.’ Here ‘ contact’ is the probandum, 
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and it is not that which is absolutely non-existent 
where the hetu, or ground, viz., ‘the generic 
character of substances,’ exists. ‘The generic 
character of substances’ exists in substances. 
“ Contact’ as a quality also exists in substances. 
Hence ‘contact’ is not that which is absolutely 
non-existent in substances. And yet the inference 
is fallacious.) ‘To exclude such cases the proban- 
dum is further qualified as being one which also 
does not coexist in the same substrate with that 
which is absolutely non-existent where the ground 
or hetu exists. This excludes the case of ‘ contact * 
and the like. |“ Contact’ abides in substances. 
It is thus not that which is absolutely nons 
existent in substances. But despite this, contact 
is also not that which does not coexist with that 
which is absolutely non-existent in substances. 
For ‘contact’ coexists with the absence of cone» 
tact in the same substance. ‘ Contact’ of the 
tree and monkey coexists in the tree with the 
negation or absence of such contact in another 
part of the tree. ‘Contact’ thus coexists with 
non-contact (with the absolute negation of 
contact) in one and the same substrate.] In 
other words, non-contact or negation of con- 
tact being coexistent in the same substrate 
or substance with contact which is the object 
of the negation, the rule, that the probandum 
should not exist in the same substrate with 
that which is absolutely nonsexistent where 
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the ground exists, fails, and the case cannot 
-be regarded as one of invariable relation or 
vyāpti. 6 

But all this, we hold, is fallacious and un- 
sound. Take the case of the inference ‘ There is 
rain on the hills higher up because the rivers 
below are full.” Here from the fullness of the 
rivers at the base we infer the occurrence of rain 
‘at the top. In such inferences, where the 
probandum occupies a different place from that 
occupied by the probans or ground, the above 
definition of invariable concomitance as có- 
existence, in the same substrate, of the ground 
and the probandum altogether fails. It cannot be 
said that our view is open to the self-same objec- 
tion as the above view, for unfailing relation of 
effect and cause holds equally, in our view, in the 
case of inferences where the probans and the 
probandum occupy different places. 

(We have so far discussed the meaning of 
invariable relation. We now proceed to explain 
the different forms of invariable relation that 
constitute the grounds of inference.) Dharmas 
or properties of things may be related in four 
different ways. Thus two Dharmas or properties 
may be related by a positive symmetrical invariable 
relation so that each is invariably concomitant 
with the other. Two properties again may 
be so related that one of them is an invariable 
concomitant of the other, but not vice versa. 
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Two properties again may be invariably related 
by the relation of mutual negation and exclu- 
sion. Lastly, two properties may be 50 
related that at least in one case where one is, the 
other is, as also at least in one case where either 
one is, the other is not. (This last relation 18 
equal to the following three propositions taken 
together where A and B express the two properties, 
viz., ‘Atleast in one case where A is, Bis’ ‘At 
least in one case where A is, Bis not,’ ‘ At least 
in one case where B is, A is not.’ The first 
form of concomitance is similarly equal to the 
two propositions—‘ Wherever A is, Bis,’ and 
Wherever B is, A 18, ' —taken together. The second 
and the third will correspond respectively to the 
propositions ‘In all cases where A is, B is’ and 
‘In no case where A is, B is.) We have a 
concrete illustration of the first form of invariable 
concomitance in the unfailing relation that holds 
between scriptural (Vedic) prohibition and con- 
duciveness to demerit and sin and between scrip- 
tural injunction and conduciveness to merit and 
righteousness. Thus whatever is scripturally 
prohibited is productive of sin and demerit and 
whatever tends to demerit and sin 18 scripturally 
prohibited. Here each of the two (related 
properties) is at once pervaded by, and pervader 
of, the other. Similarly it is} also observed that 
whatever is scripturally enjoined is also conducive 
to merit and righteousness and whatever 18 
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conducive to merit and righteousness is also laid 
down by scripture. The second form of invari- 
able concomitance is again illustrated in the case 
of the relation between smoke and fire, as also 
between the product of will and non-eternity. 
Thus ‘ wherever there is smoke, there is fire’ but 
no invariable relation holds in the form ‘ Where- 
ever there is fire, there is smoke,’ for in the case 
of the heated iron-ball (where fire is, but smoke 
is not) the invariability fails. Here ‘ smokiness ’ 
is the pervaded and occupies a smaller aren while 
‘fireness’ is the pervader and occupies a wider 
area. Similarly, ‘whatever is a product of 
will-causality is also non-eternal,’ but no in- 
variable relation holds in the form of the converse 
of this, viz., ‘whatever is non-eternal, is also a 
product of will-causality,’ for it is seen to fail in 
the case of antecedent non-existence (which is 
non-eternal and yet is no product of will- 
causality). The third form of invariable con- 
comitance is illustrated in the relation which 
holds between the generic character of the cow and 
the generic character of the horse as also between 
that of the elephant and that of the lion. Thus 
wherever there is the generic character of the cow, 
there is nowise the generic character of the horse 
and wherever there is the generic character of the 
horse there is nowise the generic character of the 
cow. No relation of pervader and pervaded holds 
between either one and the other, all relation 
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= _ “whatever is a lion, is nowise an elephant are 
well-known mutually exclusive relations to be 
noted in this connection. The fourth kind of 
invariable concomitance is illustrated in the 
ease of the relation which exists between the 
the property of being a cook and the property of 
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a man as also between the property of being 
one of the five elements and the property of 
moving. Thus though in one particular instance 
the property of being a cook and the property 
of being a man may co-exist, yet in another case 
the property of being a cook may co-exist with 
that of being a woman to the exclusion of that 
of being a man as also in a third instance the 
property of being a man may co-exist with the 
property of being a non-cook to the exclusion of 
the property of being a cook. In this case also 
no relation of pervader and pervaded holds 
between either one and the other, for inspite of 
a relation existing between the two, there are 
instances in which the relation fails. In the same 
way, though the property of being an element 
is co-existent in some instances with the property 
of moving (viz., in earth, water, air and fire), 
yet in the case of Akaéa or ether (which is an 
element but does not move) the property of being 
an element exists to the exclusion of the property 
of moving, and in the case of the mind the 
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property of moving exists to the exclusion 
of the property of being an element. (The mind 
is not an element and yet it moves.) 

In all these when the property which is per- 
vaded produces the cognition of the property that 
is the pervader, we have what is called an in- 
ference or anumdna. The pervading property (of 
which the inference produces the knowledge) is 
called the inferred character, anumeya, or object 
of inference. | 

~The following objection may however be 
raised to the view of inference expounded above, 
viz., that it is not possible for the smoke that 
exists in the mountain far away to produce a 
valid cognition of fire in the man who exists 
here in his house. The reply to this objection is 
as follows. In the case of inference the instru- 
mental cause is a known agency and not an un- 
known condition as in the case of perception. 
(The relation of smoke to fire is known to the man 
` who makes the inference, but in perception the 
action of the sensibilities with reference to the 
object perceived is not known before the per- 
ception.) 

The reply however does not seem to be con- 
vincing, for there are people (e.g., the savages of 
the Cocoanut Island) in whom the perception of 
smoke at a distance does not call forth the 
cognition of fire. The answer is that in this 
case though they have a cognition of the form of 
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the smoke, yet they have no knowledge of it as an 
invariable concomitant of fire. For even when 
an object like smoke might previously be cognised 
as an invariable concomitant of something else 
such as fire, it may fail to be cognised on account 
of failure of memory as an invariable concomitant 
of the latter in a fresh instance and thus fail to 
produce the cogniton of fire. (Therefore in the 
case of savages where the smoke was never cog- 
nised as invariably related to fire, a cognition of 
smoke in the first instance cannot possibly 
produce the knowledge of fire.) 

Therefore we conclude : when an accurately 
and correctly cognised mark or sign is accom- 
panied by a recollection of its invariable con- 
comitance with the thing marked or signified 
and is thereby able to produce the cognition of 
the thing marked or signified in a fit place or 
locality, we have what is called an inference or 
anumdana. Hence even though the form of the 
marked or signified thing may be already known 
yet since the inference makes it known further in 
relation to a particular place or locality, the 
inferential process is not useless or superfluous. 
(The inference, in other words, entails a real 
march of thought conducing as it does to a 
new synthesis of the already known thing with a 
place or situation to which it was not previously 
known to be related.) Hence inference consists 
of two factors: (1) invariable concomitance (of 
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the mark with the thing marked); (2) the 
presence of the mark in a suitable place such 
as will make possible the inference of the 
thing marked either in the same place or some 
other (causally or otherwise connected) place. 
There is no rule that the mark should also 
be cognised as a property existing in the subject 
of the inference (for the mark may exist in 
one place, e.g., the fullness of the rivers at 
the base, and the thing marked, viz., rain, may 
be proved to exist in some other place, e.g., at the 
top of the hill). 

A question here arises : how does the cognition 
of the invariable concomitance arise? How in 
other words, do we arrive at the knowledge of an 
invariable concomitance between different objects 
or events? The answer is, by means of the 
corresponding perceptions, inferences and testi- 
mony. Thus in the case of the invariable con- 
comitance of smoke and fire, we arrive at the 
knowledge of the concomitance of smoke with fire 
by the perception of the one together with the 
other in the domestic oven and other places. 
Here repeated observation and non-observation of 
the contrary are the auxiliary conditions. But 
how can perception which apprehends only that 
which is present and is in contact with the 
sensibilities, apprehend an invariable concomitance 
that extends not merely to all cases (actual 
and possible) ‘but also to the past (and the 
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future and the remote)? It would be possible 
if you admitted a transcendental contact 
(pratyasatti) of past and present and of here 
and far (as Naiyayikas do), but according 
to you, no such transcendental contact exists 
(between the present sense organ and the past 
and distant objects). The answer to this is: 
though there is no transcendental contact between 
a particular instance and its sa@mdnya or class, 
yet since the past and the distant are capable of 
being drawn into relation to the present instance 
by means of similarity or resemblance, the cogni- 
tion of an invariable concomitance as extending 
to all instances (actual and possible) is fully 
established. Invariable concomitance as made 
known mediately by means of inference will be 
illustrated later on. The following are instances 
of invariable concomitance known from authori- 
tative testimony. ‘ Whoever is a Brahmin, is a 
person who must not be put to death,’ ‘The 
animal that is a cow is one that must not be 
touched with the feet,” ‘ Whatever is enjoined by 
the Vedas, ought to be accomplished as a duty.’ 
Inference is of three kinds: inference from 
effects, inference from causes, and inference from 
phenomena that are neither causes nor effects. 
When an effect is the ground of our inference of 
the cause, we have an inference from an effect, 
e.g., when from the presence of smoke we infer 
the existence of fire. When the cause serves as 
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the ground of an inference of the effect, we have 
an inference from a cause, €.g., when we say, 
‘yonder mass of clouds which owes its special 
character to its own cause proves an impending 
rain-fall.. When a particular mark proves the 
existence of a probandum without being either 
the cause or the effect of it, we have an inference 
from something which is neither a cause nor an 
effect, e.g., when the presence of taste proves the 
existence of colour. 

Inference may be divided again into two 
classes from another standpoint, viz., into infer- 
ence of what is specifically observed and inference 
of what is generically observed. Thus where the 
object inferred is perceptible we have an inference 
of the specifically observed, e.g., when fire is 
inferred from smoke. Where the object inferred 
is not perceptible, we have an inference of the 
generically observed, e.g., when the visual 
sensibility is inferred from the cognition of colour. 

Some (the Naiyayikas) hold that inference is 
of three kinds, viz., Kevaldnvayt inference, 
Kevalavyatireki inference and Anvayavyatirekt 
inference. 

(According to the Naiyayikas) the paksa or the 
subject of an inference is that substrate which is 
to be proved to own the probandum as its property. 
To exclude the sapaksa or the co-ordinate of the 
subject and other like substrates, the subject is 
defined as that which is to own the probandum asa 
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‘property. Since the property here means that the 
cognition whereof is to be produced by the sign 
or mark (in the inference), the definition is not too 
wide. (The sapaksa is also a substrate of a pro- 
perty, but it is not the substrate of the property 
the cognition whereof is to be produced by the mark 
or sign. It is the substrate of a property which 
is homogeneous with the property that constitutes 
the probandum, but it is not the substrate of the 
property which is the probandum itself.) But it 
may be said that the hetu or ground has also this 
character of being characterised by the probandum 
as being related to it by conjunction (and thus the 
definition is too wide as applying to the hetu or 
ground as well). To meet this objection the 
paksa has been defined as a substrate. (The hetu 
is not the substrate of the property that constitutes 
the probandum, but is related to it only by 
concomitance or conjunction, but the paksa 
is the substrate in which the probandum is to 
be proyed to abide as a property.) The 
sapaksa or co-ordinate of the inferential subject is 
that substrate which owns a property which is 
homogeneous with that which constitutes the 
probandum. ‘To preclude a too wide application 
to the case of the smoke in the oven, the definition 
includes the word ‘substrate.’ [The smoke in the 
oven is the familiar instance or drstadnta and not 
the sapaksa. It is distinguished from the latter 
by the fact that it is not the substrate, while the 
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sapaksa is the substrate of a property (in this 
case the kitchen fire) homogeneous with the 
property constituting the probandum (१.८. , the fire 
in the mountain) |. To have defined the sapaksa 
simply as the substrate of the probandum (and not 
of a property homogeneous with the probandum) 
would have been absurd. (For the sapaksa and 
the paksa would in that case have been identical, 
and a sapaksa other than the paksa would have 
been an impossibility.) Therefore in the defini- 
tion the word “ homogeneous’ has been included. 
The meaning is that the sapaksa is the substrate 
of a property homogeneous with the probandum 
and as such is devoid of the character of 
uncertainty (i.e., the uncertainty that characterizes 
the paksa as the substrate of the probandum). 
The vipaksa or contra-ordinate of the inferential 
subject is a substrate devoid alike of the pro- 
bandum and every property homogeneous with 
the probandum. The words ‘devoid of the pro- 
bandum’ distinguishes the vipaksa from the 
paksa while the words ‘devoid of every property 
homogeneous with the probandum °> distinguishes 
it from the sapaksa. (The sapaksa is a similar 
instance in which the existence of a property like 
the probandum is known for certain, and the 
vipaksa is a dissimilar instance in which the 
non-existence of the probandum and of all 
properties similar to the probandum is known 
for certain.) 
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[These definitions of the inferential subject, 
the co-ordinate of the inferential subject and the 
contra-ordinate to the inferential subject, prepare 
the way for the definitions of Kevaldnvayti and 
other forms of inference. | 

Thus the Kevalinvayi inference is one which 
is based on a ground that pervades the subject 
and also exists in its co-ordinates but which has 
no contra-ordinate to its subject actually existing. 
[In other words, a Kevaldnvayt inference is one 
that is based on numerous instances of agreement 
in presence but is without any instance of agree- 
ment in absence. | 

Kevalanvayi inference cannot be defined 
simply as an inference in which there exists 
no co-ordinate to the subject, for in this case it 
will be indistinguishable from the inconclusive 
reasoning ‘All things are nameable, because they 
are knowable.’ (Here the subject of the inference 
being ‘all things’ or ‘everything,’ no contra- 
ordinate to the subject exists, but since there is 
here also no co-ordinate to it, the ground of the 
inference, viz., the invariable relation between 
“knowableness’ and * nameableness,’ is without a 
corroborative familiar instance and thus lacks 
material certitude.) Hence the words ‘in which 
the ground is existent in the co-ordinate.’ But 
even thus the definition remains imperfect for an 
inference which has no contra-ordinate to its sub- 
ject and in which the ground is. existent also in 





PRAMANACANDRIKA 69 


the co-ordinate, is not distinguishable from the 
fallacious reasoning in which the ground does not 
exist in the subject of the inference, e.g., the 
inference ‘sound is nameable because it is visible.’ 
To exclude such fallacious reasonings Kevalanvayt 
inference is further specified by the qualification 
that it is an inference in which the ground must 
exist in the subject. Even this, however, 
is not sufficient, for this by itself does not 
distinguish it from such fallacious reasonings 
as ‘The jar and sound are nameable, for they 
are characterised by shape’ where the ground, 
viz., ‘shape,’ exists only in one part of the subject, 
viz., the ‘jar,’ and not in the other part, viz., 
‘sound.’ To exclude such fallacious reasonings 
and prevent these being confounded with 
Kevaldnvayt inference, the ground is stated as 
being not merely existent in the subject but also 
as pervading it. The pervasion of the subject 
may again be of two forms, viz., (1) Where the 
ground pervades both the subject and its co- 
ordinates, and (2) where the ground pervades the 
subject but exists only in a portion (i.€., in some) 
of the co-ordinates. “ Sound is namable, because it 
is knowable, just as is the jar’ illustrates the case 
where the ground pervades not merely the subject 
but also its co-ordinates. In the same reasoning 
the words ‘because it is a quality Just as is colour’ 
(in place of the words ‘because itis knowable 
just as is the jar’) illustrates the case where the 
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groune | ‘exists only inisome (i.e. a portion of the 
entire extent) of the co-ordinates. (The ground, 
viz., ‘quality’ is predicable of some nameable 
things, but not of all nameable things.) 

_ The invariable concomitance which constitutes 
the ground of inference is of two kinds, viz., in- 
variable concomitance as agreement in presence, 
and invariable concomitance as agreement in 
absence. Invariable concomitance as agreement 
in presence consists in the invariable con- 
comitance of the ground of the inference with 
the probandum. Invariable concomitance as 
agreement in absence consists in the invariable 
concomitance of the absence of the probandum 
with the absence of the ground. In the case of 
agreement in presence, the ground is the pervaded 
and the probandum is the pervader. In the case 
of agreement in absence, the absence of the pro- 
bandum is the pervaded and the absence of the 
ground the pervader. In every case an invariable 
concomitance is understood as following in the 
wake of the pervaded. In the case of the above 
inference ‘sound is nameable, because it is know- 
able, just as is the jar,’ the invariable con- 
comitance of ‘knowable’ with ‘nameable’ is 
based on an agreement in presence only. The 
agreement in presence here is ‘whatever is 
knowable, is nameable, just as is the jar.’ 
But we have no agreement in absence here 
in the form ‘what is not nameable is not 
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knowable,’ it being impossible to get any 
case of an object which is not nameable as 
illustrative of such absence, since all things are 
nameable and there is nothing that is not name- 
able. This is why inference based on such con- 
comitance consisting of agreement in presence 
only is called inference of the Kevaldnvayi type. 
Where the ground pervades the subject, where no 
co-ordinate of the subject exists and where further 
the ground is excluded from every instance of a 
contra-ordinate to the subject, we have an inference 
of the Kevalavyatireki type (according to Nydya). 
If Kevalavyatireki inference had been defined as 
one in which the ground is excluded from (some 
instances of) the contra-ordinate to the subject, 
the definition would have been too wide and 
would have applied to the fallacious reasoning 
based on a non-invariable ground, ‘yonder moun- 
tain is on fire, because it is a mountain.’ To ex- 
clude such reasonings the definition lays down that 
the ground must be excluded from every instance 
of a contra-ordinate to the subject. In the present 
case, the ground, viz., ‘being a mountain,’ though 
excluded from such contra-ordinates as ‘the great 
lake,’ ‘the sheet of water,’ etc., is yet not excluded 
from such other contra-ordinates as ‘a fireless 
mountain,’ ‘a hill without fire." Hence the ground 
is not excluded ‘from every case of a contra-ordinate 
to the subject’ and thus does not come up to the 
requirements oi the definition (of a Kevalavyatireki 
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inference as set forth above). Thus the definition 
does not apply to such cases and is not too wide 
(as applying to such fallacious reasonings as well). 
It must be noted however that the mere fact of the 
ground being excluded from every imstance of a 
contra-ordinate or dissimilar instance does not 
suffice as a complete definition of the Kevala- 
vyatireki inference, for as such it remains un- 
distinguished from Anvayavyatireki inference 
based both on agreement in presence and agree- 
ment in absence. To exclude such inferences, 
the definition stresses the fact that ‘no co- 
ordinate of the subject should exist,’ t.e., no 
similar instance where the existence of the pro- 
bandum should be known for certain should exist. 
(In Anvayavyatireki inference, the existence of the 
co-ordinate or similar instance is a sine qud non 
while in Kevalavyatireki the non-existence of 
the co-ordinate is a sine quad non.) But even 
this added qualification does not suffice as a 
definition of the Kevalavyatireki inference, for 
as such it has a too wide application to the 
fallacious inference based on a Svarupdsiddha 
ground (i.e., on a ground that does not exist 
in the inferential subject), viz., “The body 
of the finite individual has a soul accom- 
panying it, since this body is conscious.” (Here. 
the ground, viz., ‘consciousness’ is non-existent in 
the ‘ body” which is the inferential subject. The 
dead body, e.g., is devoid of consciousness.) To 
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exclude such cases, the definition insists on the 
existence of the ground in the subject. Even 
this, however, does not suffice, for as so qualified 
the definition applies to the fallacious inference 
based on a ground that exists in one part of the 
subject (and not in the whole of it), viz., ‘‘ The 
finite individual and the Lord are omniscient, 
because they are all-creating.’’ (Here the ground 
‘all-creating’ is true only of the Lord and not of 
the finite individual, i.e., it holds good of one part 
of the subject and not of the whole of it.) To 
exclude such cases the definition says, “The 
ground must pervade the subject.’ The following 
is an instance of a Kevalavyatireki inference 
answering to all the above requirements :- The 
Lord is all-knowing, because He is all-creating.’ 
It is based on the invariable agreement in absence, 
viz., ‘ Whatever is not all-knowing, is also not all- 
creating, just as is Devadatta.’ There are 
innumerable instances illustrating this agreement 
in absence but none illustrating the positive agree- 
ment in presence between ‘ what is all-creating ' and 
‘what is all-knowing,’ for Ramkrsna and other 
Incarnations of the Lord are comprised in the 
subject of the inference (and therefore cannot serve 
as corroborative illustrations) while other finite 
individuals are non-omniscient (and therefore 
cannot be cited as illustrations of the agreement 
in presence). For these reasons (viz., that it is 
based on an invariable relation which can be 
10 
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actually observed only as agreement in absence 


and not as agreement in presence) such inference 


is called kevalavyatireki inference. 


An inference in which the ground pervades the 
subject, exists in the co-ordinates or known similar 
instances wherein the probandum exists, and is ex- 
cluded from every instance of a contra-ordinate to 
the subject is an anvayavyatireki inference. An 
anvayavyatireki inference is not completely defined 
as one in which the ground is found to be non- 
existent in the contra-ordinates, for as such the 
definition fails to exclude the fallacious inference 
based on a non-invariable ground, viz., * The body 
of the finite individual is non-eternal, because it 
has the character of the element of earth.’ In this 
inference the ground, viz., ‘character of the 
element of earth,’ though non-existent in such 
eternal entities as the ether, etc., is yet existent in 
such other eternal entities as the atoms of earth, 
etc. (Thus though excluded from some objects 
which are not non-eternal, it is yet not excluded 
from some other objects which are also not non- 
eternal.) To exclude such cases, the definition 
says, ‘the ground must be excluded from every 
instance of a contra-ordinate.” But this also by 
itself does not suffice as a complete definition, 
for as such it remains indistinguishable from 
kevalavyatireki inference based on agreement 
in absence only. Hence the definition adds the 
words, ‘ the ground must exist in the co-ordinates.’ 
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(The kevalavyatireki is devoid of co-ordinates.) 
Even with this added qualification, the definition 
has a too wide application to the fallacious 
inference based on a svarūpāsiddha ground (t.e., a 
ground that does not exist in the subject), viz., 
‘ Devadatta is all-knowing, because he is all- 
creating.’ (Here the ground ‘all-creating’ is 
excluded from all cases of ‘not all-knowing’ and 
also exists in ‘what is all-knowing,’ wiz., the 
Lord. But it does not exist in Devadatta, the 
subject of the (inference). Hence the defini- 
tion further adds, ‘the ground must exist in 
the subject." Even now however the definition 
applies to the fallacious inference based on 
a bhagasiddha ground (i.e., a ground that exists 
only in one part of the subject and not the whole 
of it), viz., ‘ The mountain and the lake are on 
fire, because they smoke.’ (Here the ground 
‘smoke’ exists in one part of the subject, viz., 
‘mountain, and not in the other part, viz., the 
‘lake.’) To exclude such cases the definition 
says ‘the ground must pervade (i.¢., exist in the 
whole of) the subject.’ As ‘smokiness’ is 
absent in the ‘lake’ (being true only of the 
‘ mountain’) it lacks the character of pervading 
the subject (in the above case). 

Such anvayavyatireki inference based both 
on agreement in presence and agreement in 
absence may again be of two kinds. Thus 
it may be an ‘inference with a ground that 
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exists in every case of a co-ordinate, or again 
it may be an inference with a ground that 
exists only in some (not all) instances of its 
co-ordinates. For example, the inference, ‘The 
finite individual is eternal, because there is no 
cause that can put an end to it’ is a case 
of an anvayavyatireki inference with a ground 
existing in all cases of the co-ordinates. In 
respect of all eternal things such as the ether, 
etc., the ground, viz., ‘absence of a cause of 
an end or destruction’ holds good. Again, the 
inference ‘The mountain is on fire, because it 
smokes’ is an instance of an anvayavyatirekt 
inference with a ground that exists only in some 
(and not all) its co-ordinates, for in some ‘ fiery’ 
things (e.g., the red-hot iron ball) ‘smoke’ 
(which is the ground of the inference) does not 
exist. This latter example is atypical anvaya- 
pyatireki inference and takes its name from the 
following two invariable relations (of presence 
and absence) on which it is based, viz., ‘ What- 
ever smokes, is on fire, just as is the oven * and 
‘Whatever is not on fire, does not smoke, Just 
as is the great lake.’ 

Inferences based on agreement in presence 
and agreement in absence take their character 
from the corresponding invariable concomitances. 
Thus we have invariable concomitance based on 
agreement in presence in * Wherever there is 
smoke, there is fire.’ And we ‘have invariable 
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concomitance based on agreement in absence in 
‘Wherever fire is not, smoke is not.’ And 
inferences that resemble these two forms of 
concomitances considered together are called 
Anvayavyatireki Inferences or inferences based on 
agreement in presence and agreement in absence. 
All this however (i.e., this division of inference 
into kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki and anvaya- 
vyatireki) we (the Madhvas) reject as untenable. 
For we consider an agreement in absence as being 
unsuitable for proving the presence of the sadhya 
or probandum. In proving the presence of a 
positive entity by means of the presence of 
another positive (entity), an invariable relation 
between the absence of one and the absence of 
the other has no logical scope. (An in- 
variable relation between the negation of one 
thing and the negation of another does not 
justify any positive step from the presence of one 
to the presence of the other.) For in this case 
the positive ground exists in the subject of the 
inference (and thus falls within the domain of 
affirmation) while the invariable relation as an 
agreement in absence (the absence of the proban- 
dum and the absence of the ground) belongs to the 
domain of negation and thus occupies a different 
place. Thus the invariable relation occupies one 
place (the domain of negation) and the ground as a 
property of the subject occupies a different place 
(the domain of affirmation). (Hence there is no 
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relation between the two to justify an inferential 
step.) How then, it may be asked, are kevala- 
vyatireki inferences in vogue? In this way. 
Here also the real ground is an invariable relation 
in presence, ¢.g., the invariable relation between 
‘ omniscience ' and ‘ all-creativeness’ in the above 
inference. But it is impossible to cite positive 
similar instances of this agreement in presence in 
response to the demand for an indication of the 
actual places where this invariable relation holds. 
Hence for accomplishing this “end by means of 
inference, an invariable relation of absence ac- 
quires relevancy (for our purpose). For example, 


if in the above instance it is asked :—‘* What 
proof have we of an invariable relation between 
‘all-creativeness’ and ‘omniscience’ ?”’ we 


® 


can say at once that ‘all-creativeness must 
be pervaded by ‘omniscience,’ for it is 
that which is negated by the negation which 
pervades the negation of ' omniscience.. When 
one thing is 50 related to another thing that the 
negation of the former pervades the negation of 
the latter, the former thing is invariably related 
to the latter. (Thus if A is so related to B that 
the negation of A is pervasive of the negation of 
B, i.e., if ‘All not-B is not-A,’ then A is invariably 
related to 5, i.e., ‘All A is B.’) This relation is 
admitted, e.g., by the person seeking ‘ fire,’ as 
holding between ‘smokiness’ and ' fireness.’ 
In the case of the so-called anvayavyatireki 
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inferences supposed to be based on agreements in 
presence as well as absence, the agreement in 
absence is in reality purposeless and out of place. 
The invariable relation in such cases is sufficiently 
established by perception, etc., (of the instances of 
agreement in presence). (Thus the agreement 
in absence is without real usefulness.) Notwith- 
standing this it may be conceded that the agree- 
ment in absence serves some sort of purpose as 
indicating in a way,that the positive relation of 
agreement in presence is not negatived by any 
instances of the failure of the agreement (i.e., by 
any instances to the contrary.) 

According to another (Nydya) classification, 
inference is of two kinds, viz., (1) inference for 
oneself, and (2) inference for convincing others. 
Of these, inference for oneself is the cause of self- 
conviction and the knowledge one gathers for one’s 
own self. 

An inference for oneself takes place in the 
following way. A person in the first place makes 
repeated personal observation of the togetherness 
of ‘smoke’ and ‘fire’ in the oven and other 
places. From such observation he gathers that 
there is an invariable relation between ‘ smoke’ 
and ‘ fire.’ Having gathered the invariable 
relation, when he draws near a ‘ mountain’ and 
is thrown into doubt as to the existence of ‘fire’ 
in the mountain, he notes the trail of smoke 
rising from the mountain and recollects the 
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invariable relation between ‘smoke’ and ‘ fire’ 
(which he gathered from repeated previous obser- 
vation). When the recollection takes place (that 
“where smoke is, fire also is’), and the said 
person draws near the mountain (with the trailing 
smoke), the knowledge at once flashes forth that 
‘the mountain yonder has smoke which is an 
invariable concomitant of fire.’ Thus does he 
make an inference for himself. ‘This last step 
(1.e., the knowledge that the mountain possesses 
‘smoke’ which is invariably related to ‘ fire’) is 
called paramaréga or inferential reasoning. From 
this (reasoning process) arises the knowledge 
that ‘the mountain is on fire.” (The above 
illustrates inference for oneself.) As regards 
inference for others, it is a fully-expressed reason- 
ing consisting of five steps which are employed 
to convince others as to the way of inferring 
‘fire’ from the (observed) presence of ‘smoke.’ 
The five steps are :—(1) “Yonder mountain is on 
fire,’ (2) ‘because it smokes,’ (3) ‘ Whatever 
has smoke, is also on fire, just as is the oven,’ 
(4) ‘So is it with this (mountain yonder),’ (5) 
‘therefore it (the mountain) is so (on fire).' By 
all this even a second or third person is assured 
of ‘fire’ from the knowledge of the presence 
of the established mark or sign thereof (१.९८., of 
the sign of ‘smoke’). The above five steps are 
called respectively (1) Pratijia, (2) Hetu, (3) 
Udaharanam, (4) Upanayah and (5) Nigamanam. 
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Of these pratijza (the statement of the proposition 
to be proved) consists in the statement of the 
subject of the inference as possessing the proban- 
dum as a property. (In the above inference), 
e.g., the statement ‘ Yonder mountain is on fire ` 
is the pratijfia. (2) The hetu (the ground of the 
inference) is the statement of the mark or sign 
with a suffix indicative of its instrumentality 
(towards the conclusion), ¢.g., the statement 
‘because it smokes.” (3) The drstantah is the 
- concrete case in which the invariable relation or 
vyapti is apprehended. It is of two kinds, viz., 
(a) sadharmyadrstantah, and (b) vaidharmya- 
drstantah. A concrete example in which an 
invariable relation of presence is apprehended 
is called a sadharmuyadrstantah, e.g., in the in- 
ference (of fire) from smoke, the case of the 
oven. A concrete case in which an agreement 
in absence is apprehended is a vaidharmya- 
_drseténtah, e.g., in the same inference from 
‘smoke,’ the case of the great lake. The 
uddharana is the statement of the concrete case 
or example as exemplifying or illustrating the 
invariable relation of which it is a case in point. 
(The uddharana is thus a statement of a case in 
point while the drstantah is just the concrete case 
and no statement df it as illustrative of the 
invariable relation.) It is of two kinds, viz., 
(a) sadharmyodaharanam, and (b) vaidharmyo- 
daharanam. A statement pf a concrete example 
11 
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illustrating an agreement in presence is a 


- sadharmyodaharanam, e.g., the statement ‘ What- 


ever is smoky, is fiery, just as is the oven.” A 
statement of a concrete example illustrating an 
agreement in absence is a vaidharmyodaharanam, 
e.g., the statement ‘What is not fiery, is not 
smoky, just as is the great lake.’ (4) Upanayah 
is the statement of the mark, the invariable 
relation whereof has been well-established in the 
concrete example, as existing in the subject of the 
inference. It is also of two kinds according to 
the nature of the concrete example (which 
establishes its invariable relation): ‘The 
mountain yonder has a trailing smoke just as the 
oven’ is a case of a s@dharmyopanayah. ‘ The 
mountain is not devoid of smoke like the lake’ 
is a ease of a vaidharmyopanayah. (5) Niga- 
manam (the conclusion) is the statement of the 
subject (as characterised by the probandum) as 
proved or demonstrated, e.g., the statement, 
‘Therefore, yonder mountain is on fire.’ 

All this, we hold, is unsound and untenable. As 
there is no scope for the two kinds of vy@pti or 
invariable relation (in inference), so also there is 
no scope for the two kinds of udaharana Qllustrat- 
ing such relation). Besides, the alleged rule as to 
the necessity of five steps in inference 18 an un- 
proved assumption. The way in which the sup- 
posed necessity of the five steps may be refuted 
has been set forth in the Paddhati and the reader 
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is referred thereto for an understanding of the 
method of the refutation. This closes our disser- 
tation on the nature of inference. 

We shall now discuss the fallacies of reason- 
ing. The fallacies are of two kinds, viz., (1) 
_ fallacies arising from discrepancy or contradiction 
(virodha), and (2) fallacies of inappropriateness 
(asangati). Of these, the fallacies of contradiction 
are of three kinds, viz., contradiction in the 
pratijñā or proposition to be proved, contradiction 
in the hetu or ground, and contradiction in the 
drstantah or illustration. Contradiction in the 
pratijñā again may be of two kinds, vtz., contra- 
diction of the pratijria or proposition to be proved 
with what is established by the recognised sources 
of knowledge, and internal self-contradiction in 
the proposition in question. Of these again, con- 
tradiction with the evidence of the accepted sources 
of knowledge may be of two kinds, viz., contradic- 
tion with the deliverance of a stronger evidence 
or proof, and contradiction with the deliverance of 
an evidence of equal strength or force. The follow- 
ing is an example of a proposition in contradiction 
with the deliverance of stronger evidence :—‘* The 
subject-matter of controversy (?.€., the world) 
is false ; because it is an object of perception ; 
whatever is an object of perception, is false, just 
as is the silver that is (falsely) perceived in the 
shining mother-of-pearl.’ This conclusion is 
contradicted by the evidence of perception to 


z 
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which objects like the jar, etc., are presented as 
real, by the evidence of inference also as it proves 
the opposite, viz., ‘The subject under discussion 
(the world) is real, because it yields expected 
results, just as admittedly real things do,’ and 
lastly by the evidence of scriptural testimony 
which declares the world to be real. It thus 
runs counter to the combined evidence of percep- 
tion, inference and authoritative testimony. 
Hence it is in contradiction with evidence of 
stronger force or strength. As an example of 
contradiction with evidence of equal force or 
strength we have the following pair of inferences : 
—(1) ‘The disputed subject (i.e., the world) is 
false ; because it is perceptible ; just as is the silver 
perceived in the locus of the mother-of-pearl.’ 
(2) ‘ The disputed subject (7.e., the world) is real ; 
because it is the object of valid knowledge ; just 
as is the self.’ In these two inferences, the 
corresponding invariable relations as also the 
presence of the respective grounds in the corres- 
ponding subjects being exactly of the same order, 
we have here a contradiction between evidences 
of equal strength and force. An internally discre- 
pant or self-contradictory statement may, again 
be of two kinds. It may be an apasiddhanta or 
a jati. An apasiddhanta is an asserted proposi- 
tion that contradicts the accepted beliefs of one’s 
own school of thought. Since one has subscribed 
to the tenets of the school to which one has 
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elected oneself, in making a statement contradict- 
ing such tenets one is really contradicting oneself. 
This is why an apasiddhanta is regarded as a 
form of self-contradiction. A statement of the 
existence of God by one belonging to the atheistic 
Sankhya School of thought is an example of this 
kind of self-contradiction. When one refutes 
oneself by the very assertion one makes we have 
that form of self-contradiction which is called 
jati. For example, one who says ‘My mother 
is childless” commits this form of self-contradic- 
tion. Virodha or contradiction in the hetu or 
ground is also of two kinds, viz., svariipdsiddhth 
and avyaptih. The following is an example of 
svaripasiddhih::—‘ Sound is non-eternal, because 
it is visible.’ Here visibility is non-existent in 
sound, sound being audible (and not visible). 
Avyaptih again is of three kinds. We have 
avyāptih when the mark or sign (the ground of 
the inference) is related to the probandum as well 
as the absence of the probandum. We have also 
avyaptih where the mark or sign is related to the 
absence of the probandum without being related 
to the probandum. Lastly, we have avydptth 
where the mark or sign is unrelated both to the 
probandum and the absence of it. As an example 
of the first (of these three) we have the follow- 
ing :—‘ Sound is non-eternal, because it is know- 
able.’ The following is an example of the 
second :—‘ Sound is eternal, because it is a 
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product of will As an example of the third we 
have: ‘All that is, is non-eternal, because it 
exists.” In this last example, the subject of the 
inference being ‘whatsoever that is’ the hetu 
or ground is unrelated both to the probandum 
and the absence thereof. (Since the subject in 
this case is ‘all,’ zi.e., everything actual and 
possible, there is nothing outside the subject to 
serve the purpose of a probandum or the absence 
thereof. Therefore the hetu or ground as a 
property of the subject is without relation to the 
probandum as well as the negation of it. There 
being no probandum, there is also no absence of 
probandum and thus the hetu or ground is with- 
out relation to either.) Contradiction in the 
example is of two kinds, viz., contradiction 
arising from the example being without relation 
to the probandum, and contradiction arising 
from the example being without relation to the 
ground The former is illustrated in the follow- 
ing :—‘ The mind is non-eternal, because it has 
shape, just as the atom has The second is 
illustrated by the same inference if in place of the 
words ‘the atom we substitute the word 
‘ction.’ (We shall now deal with the fallacy 


‘of inappropriateness.) An example of the fallacy 


of inappropriateness is addressing to an admitted 
theist the traditional theistic argument :—‘ The 
earth and the rest have an intelligent author 
because they are effects, just as 18 a piece of 
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cloth.’ The inappropriateness consists here in 
the absence of any demand for such an inference 
(the addressee being a theist and therefore not 
standing in need of being convinced). The in- 
appropriate is just that for which there 15 no 
real need. This is the definition of the inappro- 
priate. 

Others (the Naiyayikas) enumerate the fol- 
lowing five as the essential characters of the hetu 
or ground of a valid inference :—(1) existence in 
the subject of the inference as its property or 
dharma, (2) existence in the co-ordinates or 
similar instances, (8) exclusion from the contra- 
ordinates to the inferential subject, i.e., from 
dissimilar instances, (4) non-sublation of its visaya 
or object, (5) absence of a counter-hetu or 
counter-ground leading to a contradictory conclu- 
sion. Of these, all the five characters are attri- 
buted to the ground of an anvayavyatireki 
inference. The ground of a kevalānvayi inference 
however should possess only four of these, 
there being no contra-ordinate or dissimilar 
instance in such inference and so the exclusion of 
the ground from the contra-ordinate or dissimilar 
instance being impossible in this case. ‘The 
ground of the kevalavyatireki is likewise required 
to possess only four characters, there being no 
co-ordinate or similar instance in such inference 
and therefore existence of the ground in the co- 
ordinate or similar instance being out of the 
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question in this case. The fallacious hetu or 


* 


ground (according to these Naiydyikas) is a 
ground that possesses only some of the above 


characters and does not possess the rest. The 
fallacious ground is either the asiddha, or the 
viruddha, or the anaikantika, or the kalatyaya- 
padista, or the satpratipaksa ground or hetu. An 
asiddha or unestablished hetu or ground is one that 
is devoid either of the character of invariable rela- 
tion (to the probandum) or of the character of 
being a property of the subject of the inference. 
There are three kinds of an asiddha or un- 
established ketu, viz., an G@§raydsiddhah hetu, a 
svarupasiddhah hetu and a vyapyatvasiddhah hetu. 
An āśrayāsiddhah hetu, i.e., a ground with its 
asraya or substrate unestablished, is of two kinds, 
viz., a ground with an asserted substrate that does 
not actually exist, and a ground with an asserted 
substrate in which the existence of the pro- 
bandum is admitted as an established fact. The 
former is illustrated in the following inference :— 
‘The sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus, 
just as is the lotus in the lake.’ Here the 
substrate of the ground is the sky-lotus, and 
a sky-lotus nowhere exists. The second form 
is illustrated in the case where the theistic 


‘inference ‘The earth, etc., have an intelligent 


author, because they are effects, Just as is a 
piece of cloth’ is employed for the benefit of a 
convinced theist. Here the probandum being 
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admitted (before the inference) to be a character 
of the subject, there is mo subject in which the 
existence of the probandum is doubted. Thus 
⸗ there being no subject to which the probandum 
may be (hypothetically) attributed for purpose of 
demonstration and proof by means of the in- 
ference, the substrate of the hetu or ground is 
non-existent for logical purposes. (Here the 
subject of the inference is ‘the earth, etc.,’ and 
this, according to the theist, being admittedly the 
handiwork of God, the proving of the same by 
means of the presence of the ground therein is 
superfluous. Thus the hetu has no logical func- 
tion with reference to the asserted subject, and 
this is the same as saying that the asserted 
subject is no logical subject, 7.€., does not exist 
for logical purposes. The svariipdsiddhah hetu or 
ground is illustrated in the following: ‘ Sound is 
non-eternal, because it is visible.” Here the 
ground is ‘visibility,’ and this is non-existent 
in sound, sound being audible (and not visible). 
The vyapyatvasiddhah hetu or ground is of two 
kinds, viz., a hetu or ground devoid of all relation 
to the probandum, and a hetu or ground related 
to the probandum only through an extraneous 
condition. The former is illustrated in the 
following :—‘ All that is, is momentary, because it 
exists.” Here as the subject of the inference is 
‘all’, (and thus comprises everything), there is no 
similar instance or co-ordinate to the subject outside 
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the subject, and therefore the hetu or ground has no 
relation to anything outside the subject, i.e., has 
no relation to the probandum (there being no 
probandum in reality). The latter is illustrated 
in the following :—* Vedic sacrifice (of animals) 
is a cause of sin, because it entails destruction of 

life, just as is the killing of a Brahmin.’ Here 
= “ scriptural prohibition is the extraneous condi- 
tion through which ‘ destruction of life” becomes 
“productive of sin.’ (On condition that the 
‘ destruction of life “is also one that is prohibited 
by scriptures, is it a source of sin. Thus not 
‘ destruction of life ' as such, but such ‘ destruc- 
tion of life’ as is scripturally prohibited, is a 
source of sin.) (What, then, is an extraneous 
condition or upddhi ?) An upadhi or extraneous 
condition is defined as one which pervades the 
probandum but does not pervade the ground. 
‘Scriptural prohibition’ (in the above inference) 
is an extraneous condition in this sense. Thus 
wherever there is productivity of sin, there 
scriptural prohibition may or may not be. In 
the subject of the above inference, e.g., (i.e., in 
sacrifice sanctioned by Vedic prescription) there 
is destruction of life but no scriptural prohibition. 
But how, it may be asked, is the presence of an 
extraneous condition a defect in reasoning? (In 
this way, we reply.) The presence of an extra- 
neous condition is a defect as revealing the failure 
of the concomitance (on which the inference is 
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based) or as showing the inference to lead to a 
contradictory conclusion, i.d., as showing forth 
the subject as related not to the probandum _. 
but to the contradictory of it. For the extraneous 
condition, e.g., scriptural prohibition, being non- 
pervasive of the ground (viz., animal sacrifice), 
may also be excluded from the subject of the 
inference (viz., Vedic sacrifice), and being 
80 excluded may effect the exclusion of the 
probandum which it pervades, viz., productivity 
of sin. And so it may show forth the ground, 
viz., ‘animal sacrifice,’ as being related, not to 
the probandum, but to the contradictory of the 
probandum. (In other words, it proves the 
failure of the concomitance between the ground 
and the probandum, for as non-pervasive of the 
ground, it shows forth the ground as capable of 
falling outside its range and thereby as failing to 
be related to the probandum which it pervades.) 
For the pervading (i.e., the extraneous condition 
pervading the probandum) being itself non- 
pervasive of, i.e., capable of being unrelated to, 
the ground, the pervaded (i.e., the probandum 
which is pervaded by such extraneous condition) 
must also be similarly capable of being unrelated 
to the ground. And so the subject of the infer- 
ence being shown to be reduced to the position 
of the contraordinate to the subject, the ground 
asserted -to be existing in the subject is shown to 
be reduced to .the position of a fallacious non- 





92 MADHVA LOGIC 


invariable ground. Further, the upadhi also 
shows forth the subject as related to the contra- 
dictory of the probandum, i.e., it gives rise to an 
inference proving a contradictory conclusion, in 
the following way. The upadhi or extraneous 
condition, being itself excluded from the subject 
of the inference, also effects the exclusion there- 
from of the probandum which it pervades. And 
thus the absence of the upadhi establishes the 
absence of the probandum. Hence we get the 
counter-inference establishing a contradictory 
conclusion :—‘ Vedic sacrifice is not productive 
of sin, because it is not prohibited, just as is 
the daily meal.’ In this way ‘sacrifice of life’ 
is a vyapuyatvasiddah hetu or ground, being subject 
to an extraneous condition (in the matter of its 
invariable relation to the probandum). Updadhts 
may be of four different kinds. In the first place, 
an upddhi may be an extraneous condition per- 
vading thé probandum without qualification or 
restriction. Secondly, an upddhi may pervade the 
probandum as qualified by a property of the 
subject of the inference. Thirdly, an upddhi may 
be a condition pervading the probandum as quali- 
fied by a property of the ground or sadhana. Lastly, 
an upddhi may be a condition pervading the pro- 
bandum as qualified by a neutral property (i.e., a 
property which is neither a property of the subject 
nor a property of the ground of the inference). 
The first of these is illustrated in the inference 
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‘t Yonder mountain is smoky, because it is fiery,’ 
where the presence of greenwood is the upadhi or 
extraneous condition. (Provided the fire is green- 
wood fire, it is a sign of smoke. Thus ‘ greenwood ' 
is the condition of the fire being a sign of smoke. 
Now this ‘ greenwood ' is pervasive of the proban- 
dum ‘smoke’ without any qualification.) The 
second is illustrated in the following :—‘ Air is 
perceptible, because it is the substrate of percep- 
tible touch.’ Here the upadhi is “ generated colour ` 
which is pervasive of perceptibility in external 
substances. Here ‘being an external substance’ 
is a property of the subject of the inference, viz 
air. Now generated colour (which is the 
upadhi) does not pervade the probandum 
(viz., perceptibility) simply without qualification. 
In quality, etc., e.g., there is * perceptibility ’ 
inspite of the absence of ‘generated colour.’ 
Hence we have to say * perceptibility in sub- 
stances.’ (‘Generated colour’ does not pervade 
‘ perceptibility ' as such, but ‘ perceptibility in 
external substances.’ This excludes ‘ perceptibility 
of quality, etc.’ which is not pervaded by ‘generated 
colour.') But even this does not suffice. The 
Atman or self, e.g., is a perceptible substance, 
perceptibility of the Atman as substance is not 
pervaded by generated colour. And so we 
have to say, ‘perceptibility in external sub- 
stances.’ (The Atman is not an external 
substance. It ts an internal substance revealed 
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upadhi where there is none) we say ‘the upadhi 
must also be non-pervasive of the ground.’ 
(The nature of being a substance pervades 
‘smoke’ also and thus is not non-pervasive of 
the ground.) The viruddhah hetu, i.e., the 
contradictory ground, is one that is pervaded by 
the negation of the probandum. E.g., the ground 
in the inference ‘sound is eternal, because it 18 a 
product of will,’ is a contradictory or viruddha 
ground. The ground in this inference is ‘being a 
product of will,’ and ‘being a product of will’ is 
pervaded by ‘non-eternality’ which is the negation 
of ‘eternality.” The anaikantikah hetu or ground 
is one that is non-invariable (i.e., one which is 
not invariably related to the probandum). ‘The 
anaikantika ground is of three kinds, viz., the 
sadharana or common, the as@dharana or un- 
common and the anupasamhdadri or inconclusive. 
Of these the sadhdranah anaikantikah is a ground 
that exists also in that which is a negation of the 
probandum. (It is common to the probandum 
and its negation and therefore is called sadharana 
anaikantika or common non-invariable.) The 
ground in the inference ‘the mountain 18 on fire, 
because it is knowable’ is an example of this kind 
of a non-invariable ground. The ground in this 
case is ‘being a knowable’ and this holds good 
also of the lake which is devoid of fire. The 
uncommon anaikantika is a ground that is 
excluded from all co-ordinates and contra-ordinates 
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to the subject and exists only in the subject. 
For example, the ground in the inference ‘the 
element of earth is eternal, because it has odour” 
is a case of an uncommon non-invariable ground. 
Here ‘possession of odour’ which is the ground or 
hetu exists only in the subject of the inference, 
viz., in the element of earth, and is excluded alike 
from all other eternal and non-eternal objects. 
The inconclusive anaikantika is a ground which 
is bereft alike of instances showing its agreement 
in presence with the probandum and instances 
showing its agreement in absence therewith. For 
example, the ground in the inference ‘All that 
is, is non-external, because it is Knowable’ is a 
case of an inconclusive non-invariable ground. 
Here the subject of the inference being ‘all that 
is’ there is nothing outside the subject to serve as 
an illustration of the invariable relation between 
the ground and the probandum. The kalatyaya- 
padista hetu or ground is one that seeks to prove 
a probandum the negation of which is established 
by valid evidence to be the property of the subject. 
It is also called the badhita hetu, the sublated or 
disproved ground. The ground or hetu in the 
following inference is a case in point :—‘Fire is 
devoid of heat, because it is knowable.’ Here 
the probandum is ‘absence of heat’ but the 
negation of this probandum, ‘biz., ‘heat,’ is proved 
by tactual perception to be the property of fire 
which is the subject of the inference. The 
13 
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satpratipaksa hetu or ground is one which has a 
counter-ground opposed to it proving the negation 
‘of the probandum (in the subject of the inference). 
For example, the ground of the inference ‘sound 
is eternal, because it is audible, just as is the 
class-character or generic nature of sounds” is 
countered and stopped from functioning by the 
ground of the inference ‘sound is non-eternal, 
because it is an effect, just as is the jar.” A 
countered or hindered ground is also called a 
prakaranasamahk hetu. 

Just as we have the fallacious ground or 
pseudo-ground (in various forms) 80 also we have 
the fallacies of the example or udaharana, t.e., 
fallacious examples or pseudo-examples (udaharand- 
bhasah). There are many different kinds of the 
fallacious example. For example, with reference 
to examples illustrating relations of agreement in 
presence, we have first the case ofa fallacious 
example which is bereft of relation to the 
probandum. ‘Thus in the inference ‘the mind is 
non-eternal, because it has shape; whatever has 
shape, is non-eternal; just as is the atom, the 
‘atom’ which is cited as illustrating the agree- 
ment in presence is a pseudo-example in this sense. 
For the atom is devoid of ‘non-eternality’ and so 
is devoid of relation to the probandum. Secondly, 
we may also have pseudo-examples that are bereft 
of relation to the ground. In the same inference 
if we say ‘just as is action’ (in place of “just 
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as is the atom’) we shall have a pseudo-example 
bereft of relation to the ground, for action, though 
non-eternal, is yet devoid of ‘shape.’ And 
thirdly, we may also have fallacious examples 
which are bereft of relation both to the ground 
and the probandum, e.g., in the same inference, 
if we say ‘just as is ether’ (in place of °‘ just 
as is the atom’) we shall have a pseudo-example 
devoid of relation to the ground as well as the 
probandum. (Ether is devoid of shape and is 
devoid of non-eternality.) Im the case of examples 
illustrating relations of agreement in absence, we 
may also have pseudo-examples devoid of relation 
to the absence of the probandum. For example, in 
the same inference if we say ° just as is action (by 
agreement in absence).’ (Action is non-eternal 
and therefore is devoid of relation to the negation 
or absence of non-eternality.) Secondly, we may 
also have in such cases fallacious examples in the 
form of examples bereft of relation to the absence of 
the ground. For example in the same inference, if 
we say °“ what is not non-eternal, is not an object 
with a shape, just as is the atom.’ And 
lastly, we may have also fallacious examples 
bereft of relation both to the absence of the 
ground and the absence of the probandum. For 
example, in the same inference, if we say 
‘just as is the jar.” (The jar is non-eternal 
and therefore bereft of relation to the negation 
of non-eternality. The jar further has a shape 
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= and is therefore bereft of relation to the negation 


of shape.) 

| All these (i.e., the Nyaya fallacies so far set 
forth) we reject as untenable. Why ? Because 
some of these so-called fallacies are not fallacies 
strictly speaking, while the rest are comprehended 
in “ conflicting evidence’ and the other fallacies we 
have explained above. 

The manner in which some of these so-called 
fallacies may be proved to be logically flawless as 
also the manner in which the rest may be shown 
to be comprehended in our enumerations of the 
fallacies are fully set forth in the Paddhati to 
which the reader is referred for an understanding 
thereof. We refrain from going over the same 
ground here for fear of prolixity. Thus every- 
thing (relating to inference) has been correctly 
and intelligibly set forth. This closes the chapter 
on Anumdna of the Pramdnacandrika which 
follows the track shown by the reverend feet of 
Sri Jayatirtha. Let our heads bend in honour to 
the sage Vedavyasa and let us close with an in- 
vocation of the name of Hari and the incantation 
of Om. ह i 

We now proceed to discuss the nature of 
Authority or Agama as a source of knowledge. 
Any verbal communication free from defects is 
Agama. The qualification ‘free from defects’ 
(in the above definition) distinguishes agama from 
the mere (deceptive) appearance thereof, while 
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the words ‘verbal communication’ differentiate it 
from perception and other sources of knowledge. 
What, then,» are the defects of a verbal 
communication? The defects of a verbal commu- 
nication are :— (1) unintelligibility, (2) conveying 
of the opposite of the true or correct information, 
(3) conveying of what is already known, (4) con- 
veying of useless information (for which nobody 
cares), (5) conveying of information not derived 
or sought for by the person to whom it is con- 
‘veyed, (6) conveying of a command or injunction 
to accomplish the impossible, (7) conveying of 
advice of a more difficult means when easier means 
are well within reach, etc. Of these (1) unintelli- 
gibility is of two kinds, viz., (a) unintelligibility 
due to want of significant words, and (b) un- 
intelligibility due to want of intelligible relation 
(between the words of a verbal communication). 
Examples of the former are :—‘Because ka-ca-ta- 
ta-pa's are ja-ba-ga-da-ha’ (cf. abracadabra). 
Examples of the latter are:—‘The cow is a 
horse,’ ‘Man is an elephant, ‘The bowl is the 
cumin seed,’ * The ten apples are five cakes. (2) 
Conveying the opposite of what is true is illus- 
trated in the following :—‘The world is unreal 
‘The Sudras have the right of access to the 
Vedas,’ ‘The Brahmins have no such right,’ etc. 
(3) Examples of conveying what is already known 
are :—* The sun rises in the east, and sets in the 
west,’ * Molasses are sweet,’ ‘The Nimba fruit is 
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bitter,’ etc. The objection that ‘conveying the 
known cannot be a defect as it adds to the force 
of the evidence that is already available (and thus 
strengthens our knowledge), misses the real point 
at issue. Later evidence strengthens our know- 
ledge only where earlier evidence has failed to 
remove uncertainty and produce complete certitude 
in regard to that about which we were in doubt. 
(Hence where no uncertainty exists, the attempt at 
further enlightenment by means of verbal commu- 
nication is waste of energy.) (4) Examples of 
stupid, pointless communications (for which 
nobody cares) are :—‘ How many teeth has the 
crow ?' ‘What is the weight of the sheep's 
egg?’ ‘How many threads of hair are there 
in the blanket?’ “ What is the news of the province 
of Gola? °’ (Cola being the name of the place where 
the questioner himself lives), etc. (5) Examples 
of communications which are of no use to the 
persons to whom they are conveyed are :—‘Advice 
of business and trade to one who has subdued 
the desires of the world,’ etc. (6) Examples of 
communications enjoining the accomplishment of 
the impossible are :—‘* When alluding toa person 
who is dead and gone, oné proceeds to describe: an 
elixir that will bring the dead back to life and 
that may be found in the north of a certain 11111 
called Mrtiharamahidhara,’ etc. (7) Examples 
advising more difficult and less accessible remedies 
where easier ones are at hand are :—‘ To ask a 
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man to cut down something with an axe which 
he can easily remove by his finger-nails,’ “ To 
advise a thirsty man on the Ganges banks to sink 
a well for quelling his thirst,’ etc. 

A verbal communication is made up of words 
and sentences. A word is a combination of 
letters with a case-ending. The words ‘with 
a case-ending’ (in the above definition) exclude 
non-sense combinations of letters like ja-ba- 
ga-da-da (which are devoid of case-endings). A 
sentence is a combination of words characterised 
by mutual expectation, suitability of relation, and 
proximity (in time). Expectation is that relation 
of one word of a sentence to another (or others) 
of the same sentence without which the relation 
expressed by the sentence will not be apprehended, 
e.g., in the sentence ‘ Bring the jar,’ the verb 
(‘bring’) without the object (‘jar’) will not 
produce the apprehension of the relation of a 
verb to its object, and so the verb ‘ bring’ has the 
relation of expectation to the object ‘jar’. Or we 
may say, expectation is the fulfilling (on the part 
of the subsequest word) of the intent or expecta- 
tion which is generated by the word preceding it 
(in a sentence). Therefore, ‘The cow is a 
horse,’ ‘Man is an elephant,’ etc., are not 
sentences, for in these the words do not expect, 
i.e., enter into relation to, one another. Though 
‘expectation’ is, strictly speaking, a property of 
consciousness, ‘yet objects (denoted by words), 









in the hearers of their respective. 
pectation of these objects in mutual 
on are also said to ‘ expect ` one another 
= And as words (the names of objects) denote such 

> objects (with mutual expectation), words also are 
a said to have ‘ expectation. 

By suitability or fitness of relation (between 
the words of a sentence) is meant the absence in 
१ the cognised relation (between the said words) of 

| any clash with valid evidence. Thus in the words 
moistening by water,’ the relation of effect and 
cause which is asserted between the act of 
‘ moistening ' and the agency of ‘ water’ remains 
uncontradicted by valid evidence. Here the com- 
patibility of the relation between ‘ moistening’ 
and the agency of * water ' constitutes the suitabi- 
lity or fitness of the relation between them. For 
this reason the words, ‘He is moistening by 
means of fire,’ do not constitute a real sentence, 
there being no suitability of relation in this case. 
Between ‘fire’ and the act of " moistening ' 
there is no question of a mutual agreement or 
compatibility of relation. 

By proximity (in time) is meant the express- 
ing of the words (in a sentence) without any 
long pause or interval of time between the dif- 
ferent words. Thus the words, ‘ Bring the cow,’ 
uttered without any long break or interval of 


ë time between them, have this character of 
proximity (in time). For this reason, the words, 


आहे र हि 
क ९ 
ad a || 





4 
+- 





PRAMAWACANDRIKA 105 


‘ Bring the cow,” uttered separately, each after an 
“hour or thereabout after the previous one, will 
not constitute a sentence, for they lack the 
character of sufficient (temporal) ‘proximity (to 
produce a unity of meaning). 
= In verbal communication as a source of 
know ledge , the sentence is the instrumental A 
cause, the recollection of the meanings of 
the constituent words, the intervening process, 
and the knowledge of the meaning of “the 
sentence, the result (of the process). 
Verbal communication also (like inference) 
conveys knowledge only of such correctly com- 
municated objects as are accompanied by the 
knowledge of the meanings of the constituent 
words of the communication. In this respect it 
is unlike perception (as an instrument of know- 
ledge) which makes things known by its 
‘bare existence (without being itself known 
or apprehended), for an authoritative commu- 
nication like inference depends on a known 
» instrumental cause (i.¢., the knowledge of the 
meanings of its constituent words). Otherwise 
the absurdity will follow that an authoritative 
knowledge will have to be admitted where a 
verbal declaration (of a truth), though existing 
in itself, has not been actually heard by a parti- 
cular person, or, even though heard by him, 
has not been understood because of lack of know- 
ledge of the meanings of the constituent words, 
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-. . (We now proceed to discuss‘ how words mean 
-~ their respective objects.) Some hold that words 
. like ‘the cow,’ etc., mean only class-characters, 
these being the first to be presented as attributes 
(as soon as the words are heard). ‘The individuals 
are reached (mediately) through these class- 
characters which drag them behind themselves. 
Others hold that words mean the individuals 
as specified by their corresponding class-charac- 
ters. According to this view, a class-name is 
subject to the conditions which regulate the use 
of words. Thus all words such as ‘ether,’ ete., 
mean specified individuals, these alone being the 
determining conditions of the use of words. 
Others hold that words like ‘ the Jar,’ etc., mean 
class-characters; proper names like ‘ Devadatta,’ 
etc., mean individuals; words like ‘ possession of 
the dewlap’? mean shape or make; while words 
like ‘ the cow,’ etc., mean all the three. The real 
fact, however, is that the meaning of a word 18 
just that object which is immediately presented 
to consciousness as soon as the word is heard. 
In the apprehension of the meaning of a word 
similarity acts as connecting or mediating link. 
Thus since the word ‘jar’ calls forth the idea 
both of ‘ individual jars’ and ‘ the class-character 
of jars,’ this word must be supposed to be capable 
of meaning both the ‘ class-character’ and “ the 
_ individuals.’ Again, since the word ‘ white ’ calls 
forth the idea of the quality of white colour 88 
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well as the substrate of the quality (the white. 
thing), it must be supposed to mean both ' the 
quality ’ and ‘ the substrate.’ Similarly, the word 
‘ gone’ means both the action of ‘having gone’ 
and ‘the agent of the action,’ the word ‘stick- 
in-hand” means both the ‘stick’ and ‘the 
person, Devadatta, who holds it in his hand,’ ete. 
Or, we may say, words like ‘cow’ etc., being 
nouns or substantives, must denote individuals, 
while words like " bring,’ etc., should mean attri- 
butes or adjectives. In combinations of words 
such as ‘bring the cow,’ the act of bringing 
being made possible through an individual 
agent of the act, the meaning should be conceived 
as consisting in the individual (in the individual 
agent of the act). 

(The question now has to be discussed, how 
we acquire a knowledge of the meanings of- 
words.) Our view is that we learn the meanings 
of words from the signs made with the fingers 
(by our elders while uttering the words). Thus 
the child sitting on the person of its father or 
mother begins to learn the meanings of words 
when the said father or mother tries to rouse it 
from a state of inattention and to draw its atten- 
tion towards himself or herself and to the 
words which he or she may utter, by making 
signs with the fingers, or by producing a 
soft sound by striking one finger-tip against 
another. In this way the child is taught the 
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meanings of such sentences as ‘Ch ild, that 


is your mother,’ ‘that, your father,’ ‘ that, 


your brother,” ‘the man is eating the plantain 
fruit,’ etc. Thus by the said signs the child 
gradually learns that the said words are related 
in a general way to the said objects pointed 
out by these gestures and that the relation 
is the relation of meaning or signifying these 
objects. Later on when such words as ‘ This is 
your sister,’ ‘That is your friend,’ ‘He is 
eating a cake,’ etc., are uttered in his presence, 
and he begins to note the different contexts in 
which these different words are uttered, he 
learns, through the differences of the contexts, 
to distinguish the specific meanings that attach 
to particular words, e.g., that the word ‘ mother’ 
attaches to ‘the female parent,’ etc. Others 
however opine that the meanings of words are 
learnt from the behaviour of the seniors or elders. 
Thus the inquisitive child, when he hears a senior 
say to a junior, ‘ Bring the cow,’ and notes that 
immediately afterwords the junior is prompted 
to the act of bringing the cow, concludes by 
agreement and difference that the action of the 
junior is prompted by the knowledge produced 
by the words of the senior. And so assuring 
himself, when he hears other sentences spoken 
in other contexts such as ‘Bring the horse, 
‘Secure the cow with a rope,’ etc., he gathers 
from tbe divergent contexts ‘that the word 
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‘cow means one particular kind of animal, the 
word ‘ horse,’ animal of a different kind, etc. But 
this view is not tenable. The quickly-forgetful 
child cannot possibly retain the consciousness of 
the word he hears till the actual bringing of the 
object desired. 

A word has two kinds of function or vrtti, viz., 
(1) primary (mukhya) and (2) non-primary or 
secondary (amukhya). The direct or primary 
function of a word is its Sakti or power of 
referring to, or meaning, a particular object. 
Sakti is defined as that relation between a word 
and an object which is conducive to the recollec- 
tion of the object (as soon as the word is heard). 
Samaya, sangati, sanketa, vGcaka, etc., are used 
as synonyms of Sakti. This Sakti is of three 
kinds, viz., yogah, riidhih and yogariidhih. Of 
these, the power to refer to an object by virtue 
of the powers of the constituent parts of the 
word is yogah. The power of meaning which 
belongs to a word as a whole irrespective of the 
powers of its constituent parts is ridhik. Lastly, 
the power of meaning which is derived from 
both (t.e., both from the word as a whole and 
the meanings of the constituent parts) is yoga- 
riidhih. Of these, some words mean their 
respective objects through the meanings of its 
constituent parts only, such as the words pathaka 
(reader), pdcaka (cook), dandi (the man with a 
a stick in hand), kuxdalé (the coiling thing), ete. 
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Some words, again, mean their respective objects 
by the powers inherent in the words as a whole 
irrespective of the powers of the constituents. 
Such are words like ghata (jar), pata (piece of 
cloth), etc. Lastly, some words mean objects 
through their powers as a whole as reinforced by 
the powers of the constituents such as the word 
pankaja (the lotus), etc. In this manner all 
other words with primary meanings, such as the 
mahdyogak, etc., should be understood (as signi- 
fying their objects). 

The non-primary or secondary function of a 
word is called Laksana@ or Implication. Implica- 
tion is a kind of relation to the object of a word’s 
śakti or power of meaning. There are two kinds 
of Implication, viz., (1) Implication which is in- 
dependent of relation to the direct meaning 
(Jahallaksan@), and (2) Implication in which 
the direct meaning also enters as a factor 
(ajahallaksanad). “The milkman lives in the 
Ganges’ illustrates the former. (Here ‘the 
Ganges’ means not the river, but the banks of 
the river Ganges.) “Men with umbrellas are 
going’ illustrates the latter. (Here chatrinak, 
i.e., ‘men with umbrellas,’ means ‘ pedestrians.’ ) 
According to another classification, Implication 
is of the following two kinds, viz., (1) Implica- 
tion in which the implied meaning is in- 
dependent of any special end or purpose to be 
subserved, and (2) Implication depending on 
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some purpose that is subserved. ‘ Travellers are 


going’ is an example of the former. (Here 
‘“margah,’ literally ‘roads,’ means ‘travellers’ 
by implication.) Here the traversing of the 
roads by travellers being observed to happen 
without any special end or purpose to be served, 
such implication is also called rūdďđhalakşanā. 
‘The milkman lives in the Ganges’ is an example 
of the latter. (Here ‘the Ganges’ means ‘ the. 
banks of the Ganges.’”) In this case ‘living near 
the Ganges’ being prompted by considerations 
of sanctity and the like, the implication is called 
kevalalaksana. ‘The inapplicability or failure of 
the primary meaning is the real cause of an 
implication. Im a similar way should be con- 
ceived other non-primary functions of words such 
as the gaunt (the deferred), etc. 

Agama, i.e., an authoritative verbal communi- 
cation is of two kinds, viz., (1) communication 
having a personal source, and (2) communication 
devoid of a personal source. The Rg-veda and 
other orthodox scriptures are the impersonal 
Agamas, or Agamas without a personal source. 
Valid personal communications are those recorded 
in the Mahabharata and other sacred works. 
Thus, it is said, “‘ Scriptures are of two kinds, 
viz., (1) the eternal, and (2) the non-eternal. 
Such, for example, are the Vedas beginning with 
Rg-veda, the Mahabharata, the Paiicaratra, the 
original Ramayana, and the Puranas. Al! these 
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“as also all those that follow inthe wake of these 


are to be regarded as the (authoritative) sacred 
scriptures. Those that are other than these, 
O Janardana, they are heretical and should not 
be regarded as authoritative scriptures, etc.’ 

But it may be said: ‘The Vedas have a 
personal source, because they consist of collections 
of sentences, just as are the verses of Kalidasa 
and the rest.” Our reply is, this conclusion does 
not follow, the inference in question being 
vitiated by the presence of an extraneous condi- 
tion. The extraneous condition is ‘a personal 
origin established by tradition.” In other words, 


- € a collection of sentences’ (which is the ground 


of the inference) is in itself no proof of a personal 
origin. It is a sign thereof only on the condi- 
tion that such personal origin is established by 
tradition. 

But it may be said: ‘The Vedas are devoid of 
evidential value and validity, because despite the 
due accomplishment of the Vedic prescriptions 
the promised fruits are not realised, just as 
are the hopes generated by the utterances of 
deceitful people.’ Our reply is, this is not the 
case, because the above inference contradicts the 
following valid reasoning:—‘The Vedas are 
authoritative, because they consist of impersonal 
prescriptions, i.e., of sentences without a personal 
origin, just as are the lunatic’s ravings by agree- 
ment in absence.’ (The lunatic’s ravings are 
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non-authoritative, and they are not without a 
personal source. And thus they illustrate the 
agreement in absence ‘what is not authorita- 
tive is also not without a personal source. ") 
Tt cannot be said that this inference entails 
the fallacy of an asiddha hetu or unestablished 
ground. For ¢ruti (authoritative scripture) 
declares that the sentences of the Vedas 
(४.८. , the Vedic prescriptions) are eternal verities. 
(Thus the eternity, i.e., lack of a personal 
origin, in respect of the Vedic sentences, 
is not asiddha or unestablished.) Smrti (t.e., 
the secondary scriptures derived from the 
primary scriptures) also declares that the Vedic 
sentences are without beginning and without 
end, are eternal or timeless, have inherent 
authority and are self-existent. Nor is non- 
fruitfulness or non-efficacy of Vedic prescriptions 
a proof of invalidity (of the Vedas), for the pres- 
criptions being seen to bear the promised fruits 
only in the properly qualified agents accomplish- 
ing them, the non-perception of the fruits in 
other cases must be attributed to the inherent 
disqualifications of the agents. 

But it may be said: ‘Agama is not valid 
evidence, bacause it does not prove anything, just 
as a deceitful utterance.’ Thus the visaya or 
object to be proved by valid evidence is of two 
kinds, viz., (1) the immediate, and (2) the 
remote or mediate. Of these, the immediate is 
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the object evidenced by perception. There is no 
other object, besides these two, which can serve 
as an object to be established by the evidence of 
Agama or authoritative communication. If you 
say that Agama causes the knowledge of the 
mediate, then as, in your view, nothing is valid 
independent evidence which causes the knowledge 
of the already known, and Agama has application 
only to objects proved by other forms of evidence, 
so all Agamas will be shorn of evidential value as 
wanting in any distinctive objects to be proved 
thereby. All this, we reply, is wrong. Just as 
the evidential value of visual perception in regard 
to objects distinct from the objects of hearing 
cannot be denied inspite of the fact that 
visual perception proves only immediate objects 
just as hearing does, so also the evidence of 
Agama in regard to objects distinct from the 
objects of inference, e.g., in regard to such 
special objects as heavenly happiness, liberation, 
etc. (which are not objects of inference), is 
unimpeachable despite the fact that Agama is 
indistinguishable from inference in the matter 
of the mediateness of the objects it proves. It 
cannot be said that ‘heavenly happiness,’ 
‘liberation,’ etc., are objects of inferential proof, 
and so Agama is devoid of any special objects to 
be established by its evidence. For if you say 
this, we shall say contrarywise that Agama as 
being evidence of mediate ‘objects (such as 
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* heavenly happiness,’ etc.) is a valid source 
of knowledge, while inference, being devoid of 
proper special objects (i.e., objects not charac- 
terised by the mediateness that characterises the 
objects proved by Agama) is devoid of evidential 
authority. 

The Vaisesikas hold that Agama is included 
in (i.€., is a variety of) inference. But this 
view is wrong, for even in the absence of the 
recollection of invariable concomitance and the 
like, there is realisation of the meaning of a 
verbal communication, this being a matter of 
common experience. 

Bhaskara and his followers hold that Agama 
without a personal source is independent evidence, 
but Agama having a personal origin is a variety 
of inference. This also is a wrong view. For the 
sum of conditions for the comprehension of the 
import of sentences, viz., expectancy, suitability 
of mutual relation between the constituent words, 
etc., being identical in both G. e. both Personal 
and Impersonal Agama), there is no valid ground 
for assuming any special character attaching to 
only one of these. 

Thus have we described all the three forms 
of evidence or Pramdnma. Anything other than 
these (three) is not a pramdna or valid source of 
knowledge. 

But it may be said: there is another form 
of evidence distinct from the above three, viz., 
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Arthapatti or Presumption. When a thing or 
bvenit is seen to be inexplicable except on the 
assumption of something else and when on the 
basis of our observation of this otherwise inexpli- 
cable thing we are led to presume that which is 
necessary to account for it, we proceed according 
to the method of Arthapatti or Presumption as 
a source of knowledge. Thus when we learn 
by perception or reliable testimony that Caitra 
is alive and yet is notin the house, we at once 
presume that he must be somewhere outside, for 
absence inside of one who is alive is not 
explicable except on the assumption of his 
existence outside. Hence the proof here of outside 
existence consists in the Arthapatti or Presump- 
tion which is created therefor by the otherwise 
inexplicable fact of inside non-existence of one 
who is alive. This process is distinct from the 
processes of perception and the rest, for outside 
existence is not an object of perception and the 
rest. 

This, we hold, is not the case, for the so- 
called presumption is only an inference (in 
disguise). (The inference is as follows :—) 
‘Caitra must exist outside, because, though alive, 
he is absent inside; whoever is alive, and 
does not exist in a certain place, must exist in 
some other place, just as I myself do.’ This 
inference being quite competent to produce the 
knowledge of the outside existence, what is the 
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use of assuming a separate source of knowledge 
such as Presumption? In this inference the 
words ‘though living” preclude the case of the 
dead (who are non-existent because not alive). 
Similarly, the substantive (qualified by the 
adjective ‘though alive’), i.e., “absence inside,’ 
precludes the case of Devadatta and the like 
who are existent within the house. 

But it may be said: there is another separate 
source of knowledge, viz., comparison: Compari- 
son (Upamdana) is the cognition of an object as 
characterised by likeness to another, e.g., of likeness 
to the cow as produced by the recollection of a 
comparative statement as an auxiliary condition. 
Thus a person ignorant of the meaning of the 
word ‘ gavaya’ first learns from a forester that 
‘gavaya means ‘an animal resembling a cow.’ 
Thereafter when later on he comes across in a 
forest an animal looking like a cow, he recollects 
the previous advice of the forester that ‘ gavaya 
is an animal like a cow.’ Thereon the knowledge 
dawns on him * That animal (resembling the cow) 
must be what is meant by the word gavaya." 
As this knowledge is not caused by perception 
and the rest, the process (which generates the 
knowledge) is regarded as an independent source 
of knowledge called Upamana or comparison. 

This, we hold, is not the case, for (the so- 
called) comparison is really comprised in in- 
ference. The inference in such cases is as 
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F follows :—‘ The subject of the enquiry is the 


meaning of the word gavaya, because, not 
being a cow, it possesses resemblance to a cow, 
just as is the jar by agreement in absence.’ 
(What is not the meaning of gavaya, is also not 
that which, not being a cow, bears resemblance 
to the cow, just as is the jar which is not the 
meaning of gavaya and is also not that which, 
not being a cow, bears resemblance to the 
cow.) To preclude illegitimate application to a 
second cow resembling a first cow, the words 
‘not being a cow’ have beet included, and to 
preclude illegitimate application to the jar and 
the rest, the substantive ‘that which bears 
resemblance to the cow’ has been included. 

But it may be said: there is yet another 
separate source of knowledge, viz., negation or 
Abhava. This must be admitted in order to 
account for the cognition of negation. Thus 
non-apprehension (१.८. , negation or absence of 
apprehension) of the jar and the rest assures 
us of the absence or negation of the jar, etc. 
This non-apprehension is just the negation or 
absence of apprehension. The non-apprehension 
being apprehended or realised in consciousness, 
the negation, i.e., the absence, of the jar, etc., 
is also cognised or apprehended. 

This is not the case, we say; for this so- 
called negation as a source of knowledge is in 
reality comprehended in one or other of the 
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Pramdnas we have explained above. Thus, 
according to our view, that which causes the 
knowledge of negation (in a particular case) is 
the Pramdna or evidence of the negation in that 
case. “For example, the evidence in regard to the 
present non-existence of the Kauravas is the 
testimony of the Mahabharata. In the case of 
Devadatta's lack of vision we have the following 
inference as proof or evidence of the Jack or 
negation :- The subject of controversy (Deva- 
datta) is devoid of vision, because he is ignorant 
of the nature of colours." Similarly, the absence 
of pleasure, etc., is evidenced by the immediate 
intuition of the witnessing intelligence. The 
realisation of the non-existence of a jar before 
oneself results from a quickly-produced percep- 
tion. It is not an effect of non-apprehension 
only, for it has the nature of an immediate 
positive experience. No doubt, a proximate 
non-apprehension is also an indispensable 
condition. But the mere fact of a proximate 
non-apprehension as an indispensable condition 
does not constitute the latter an independent 
source of knowledge, for in that case by a similar 
line of reasoning one may say that in the cogni- 
tion of positive reality the non-apprehension of 
its negation is the real evidence or proof. 
Where in the midst of darkness we cognise the 
absence of a jar and the like by means of ex- 
ploring with the hands, the non-apprehension 
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qua non-apprehension is not the real cause of 
our knowledge of the negation or absence. The 
non-apprehension is a cause here only as itis 
treated as a sign or mark serving as the ground 
of an inference. The inference in such Cases is 
as follows:—‘The jar does not exist here, for, 
though fit to be perceived, it is not actually 
observed here, just as an elephant.’ But it may 
be said : a negation or absence being admittedly 
incapable of positively stimulating the sensibili- 
ties, we cannot sensibly talk of negation being 
perceived by the senses. Our reply is: this is 
not the case as there is no bar to a negation 
being in contact with the sensibilites just as there 
is none with respect to a positive entity. 

But it may be said: we have mathematical 
or quantitative reasonings (sambhava) and these 
should constitute a separate source of knowledge. 
Thus when the cognition of the greater leads to 
the cognition of the less we have sambhava or 
quantitative reasoning. For example, the 
knowledge that there is one hundred yields or 
establishes the knowledge that there is fifty-five. 

To this our reply is: quantitative reasoning is 
only a variety of inference. The inference here 
is as follows: ‘ Devadatta must own fifty-five, 
because he owns one-hundred, just as I myself 
do.’ 

There is another kind of knowing, viz., know- 
ing by the method of exhaustion. Thus when 
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by eliminating other possible alternatives one 
after another we arrive at the last or remaining 
alternative, our knowledge of the truth of this 
last alternative is gained by the method of exhaus- 
tion. It is of two kinds, viz., (1) that which 
proceeds by the method of affirmation, and (2) 
that which proceeds by the method of negation 
or exclusion. The former is illustrated in the 
following :—When we know that the two persons 
before us are Caitra and Maitra, then the know- 
ledge, ‘this one of the two persons is Caitra,' 
entails the knowledge, “the other one is Maitra.’ 
The second is illustrated in the following :— 
When we know that the two persons before us 
are Caitra and Maitra, then the knowledge, " this 
one (of the two) is not Caitra’ entails the know- 
ledge, ‘ this, then, must be Maitra.’ 

This also, we hold, is a case of inferential 
knowledge. The inference is as follows: The 
disputed subject is Maitra, because, being either 
Caitra or Maitra, he is not Caitra (in fact), just 
as is Caitra (by agreement in absence). (In 
other words he who is not Maitra, is also not he 
who, being either Caitra or Maitra, is not Caitra, 
just as is Caitra, who is not Maitra and is also 
not he who, being either Caitra or Maitra, is not 
Caitra.) Here to preclude the illegitimate exten- 
sion of the hetu to the cases of the jar, etc., the 
words " being either Caitra or Maitra' have been 
included. 

16 








Ee: Upakrama, etc., are also forms of inference, 
for they produce an inferential knowledge of the 
purport of sentences. An unbroken continuum of 
tradition without any known originator thereof 18 
Aitihya or Tradition. For example, the hearsay, 
‘In this fig-tree lives a demon’ (is a case of aitihya). 
This is nothing but verbal testimony (and should not 
count as an independent source of knowledge). So 
also all the rest such as omens and signs (Sakuna), 
written language (lipi), gesture language (cesta) 
—all these as sources of knowledge are included 
in the forms of evidence (i.e., the three we have 
explained) we have set forth above. We shall 
now explain the nature of validity itself. The 
intrinsic nature of validity is of two kinds, viz., 
(1) intrinsicality in respect of origin (utpattt), 
and (2) intrinsicality in respect of verification 
in consciousness (jiiapti). Of these, intrinsi- 
cality in respect of origin means that the 
validity arises from „the same conditions as 
cause the cognition itself of which the validity 
is a logical character. In other words, validity 
being an intrinsic or essential character of a 
cognition in the matter of its origin means that 
the causes which produce a cognition are also 
the causes which produce the validity of the cogni- 
tion. By intrinsicality in respect of verification 
in knowledge is meant that the validity is appre- 
hended by the same agency as is the cognition 
itself of which it is a logical character, In other 
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words, validity being an intrinsic or inherent 
character of a cognition in respect of its being 
known as such means that that which apprehends 
the cognition also apprehends the validity of the 
cognition. 

The extrinsicality of invalidity is likewise 
of two kinds, viz., (1) extrinsicality in respect 
of the origin of the invalidity, and (2) ex- 
trinsicality in respect of its confirmation in 
consciousness as such. Of these, extrinsicality 
or adventitiousness in respect of origin means 
that the invalidity arises from conditions other 
than those which cause the cognition itself. 
Again, extrinsicality in respect of the invalidity 
being known as such means that the invalidity 
is cognised by an agency other than the agency 
which cognises or apprehends the cognition itself. 
Thus everything has been set forth in its proper 
place. 

The Sankhya philosophers however hold that 
both validity and invalidity are intrinsic alike 
in respect of their origin and their being known 
as such. The Naiyayikas, on the contrary, 
hold that both are extrinsic. And they say 
in this connection that a cognition itself is 
caused by the sense-organs, etc., while the 
validity of the cognition is caused by the presence 
of certain specially efficacious qualities in the 
usual causes of a cognition. Similarly, the 
invalidity of the cognition is due to the presence 
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of certain special defects or deficiencies in the 
causes of a cognition. And so also (in the 
matter of being known) a cognition itself is 
cognised immediately by internal perception by the 
mind. But the validity of a cognition is 
cognised mediately by inference from the mark or 
sign of successful or unsuccessful practical re- 
action. Thus the general condition (according to 
Nyaya) of valid cognition is an efficacious quality 
(in the cause), and the general condition of 
invalid cognition is a certain defect or deficiency 
(in the cause). The Buddhists, again, say: 
invalidity is intrinsic while validity is extrinsic. 
But the real fact is, both the cognition and its 
validity are caused by the sense-organs and the 
rest. But the invalidity is generated by the 
sense-organs, etc., together with certain defects 
as auxiliary conditions. Similarly, both the 
cognition and its validity are cognised immediate- 
ly by the witnessing intelligence. But the 
invalid cognition is cognised only as cognition 
by the witnessing intelligence. The invalidity 
of itis known mediately by inference from the 
mark of practical unfruitfulness or failure. 

But it may be said: the position taken by 
the author here is not tenable. The author’s view 
is: the agency which cognises the cognition also 
cognises the validity thereof. Further the power 
of the instruments of cognition to produce the 
cognition becomes the power to produce its 
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invalidity when aided by the special causes of 
invalidity. The power thus becomes as it were 
a different power through the influence of the 
defects in the matter of producing invalidity. 
Moreover, the cognition of these instruments 
takes place through a different agency, for the 
sense-organs, etc., are themselves cognised’ each 
by its own pramdna or suitable knowing process 
(e.g., the sense-organs are cognised by inference 
from the results which their actions produce). At 
the same time their conduciveness to the production 
of valid knowledge is also cognised by inference 
(३.८. , by another inference from the Mark of 
practical fruitfulness). But why should this be 
so? (i.€., Why should you suppose that the 
agency which cognises*a cognition also cognises 
its validity, but the fitness of the sensibilities to 
produce a valid cognition is not cognised by the 
same agency, t.e., the inference that cognises the 
sensibilities themselves?) (What is the bar to the 
supposition that the validity 18 cognised by an 
agency other than that which cognises the cognition 
(just as the fitness of the sensibilities is cognised 
by an inference different from that which cognises 
the sensibilities themselves) ? 

Our reply to this is: this cannot be admitted, 
because any such admission will entail an infinite 
regress. Thus we say: the validity of a valid 
cognition must itself be cognised as such by 
some valid cognition, otherwise there will be no 
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valid cognition anywhere. And such validity 
cannot possibly be cognised by any agency other 
than that which cognises the cognition itself. 
In the event of any other agency apprehending 
the validity, the validity of this apprehension will 
itself have to be apprehended by another (१.८., a 
third) apprehension, thus leading to an 
infinite regress. And if to avoid the infinite 
regress we say that the second cognition 
apprehending the validity of the primary cogni- 
tion is self-validating or self-evident, then so 
may also be the primary cognition. There- 
fore by the method of elimination of other 
possible alternatives, the intrinsicality of validity 
is established as the only position that remains 
unshaken. It cannot be ‘said that the objection 
of an infinite regress holds equally in respect 
of our view that the validity is imme- 
diately cognised by the witnessing Intelli- 
gence, for the witnessing Intelligence (in our 
view) is self-revealing and as such reveals 
both itself and its validity. But why not 
assume the same with regard to cognition 
also? Because, we reply, cognition being 
a state or function of the internal organ is non- 
intelligent and as such ‘is incapable of self- 
illumination or self-revelation. The validity of 
the instruments should be understood on the 
lines of the Paddhati. Thus is everything beauti- 
fully explained. | | 
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This brings the chapter on Agama in the 
Pramanacandrika by Srimacchalarisesacarya to a 
close. 

May the sage Sri Vedavyasa be pleased. 














प्रमाणर्चन्ट्रिका 





प्रथमः परिच्छेदः 
भोम ड नुम ङ्गोमसध्वा न्तरे त-रामकष्णबेद व्यासाव्मक लच्छो हू य- 
ग्रोबाय नमः ॥ रिः डं” ॥ 
adua: पदाम्भोजवयुगं नत्वा गुरोरपि | 
प्रमाणचन्द्र्का कुर्मो बालाना वोधसिदये ॥ 
इच खलु सुखमेव मे we द्‌ःख मनागपि मा भूदिति 
निखिला पे्ितमो क्त स्य भगवत्तद्न्य Aaa aaa aa 
खाध्यत्वान्मुसुक्षुणा परतन्वमिद  स्वतन्चभगवदायत्तलया$वश्यं 
IRAIA । aga भाष्यकारे: | 
य एतत्परतन्त्रं तु सर्वमेव St: सदा | 
वशमित्येब जानाति संसारान्मच्यत fe स इति ॥ 
परापरतत््वच्ञानं च प्रमाणाधोनमिति तत्निरूपण्याथ मिदं प्रकरण- 
मारभ्यते। यद्यपि sata पदत्यादो प्रमाणलक्षप्पादिकं 
सविस्तरं प्रतिपादितम, तथापि भावगम्भोरै रपि वाक्यैबेणित- 
मिति manà: सुखेन श्यते बोडमिति तेषां लद्योधनाथे 
प्रायेण azaña faai data प्रतिपादयितुमिदं 
प्रकरणमिति न बेयव्यविरोधः | 
warmest च उद्देगादिक्रिकाधोनसिति उदह्देशादोनाँ 
लचुणसुच्यते॥ नाममातेण ,बस्तुसङ्कोतनमुद्दे्ः | sen इति 
17 


aaga 
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aafaa: नाममात्रेण वम्तुसङ्गोतेनमिलि लक्तणोक्ति: | 
एवमुत्तरत्रापि द्रष्टव्यम्‌ | कोतंनं शब्द: | तावन्मात्रस्य 
गङ्काचोषेऽतिव्यास्िः। agra सङ्गोतेनम्िति | 
तदथस्तु वर्षाव्मकश्च्दत्वम्‌ । तावन्मात्रस्य RAVA वन्ध्यास॒त 
इत्यादिशव्टे गतम्‌ wal वस्त्विति । लाबन्मात्रस्य anda 
काकरवे गलम्‌ । अतो नाग्त्रेलि। गोर्खाणभाषयेत्यशः। तथापि 
गन्धबतो एथितोत्यादिलक्ञणवाक्येऽतिव्यास्तिः। तत्परिक्ारा्टें 
सात्रेणेलि। aa aaan अप्रयुक्तत्वे सतोत्यथेः। गन्धवतो 
एचि कोत्याद्लिक्ञणवाक्यस्य तु गोवीणभाषया सस्तुसंकोतेनत्वेऽपि 
नच्चणलयाऽप्रयुक्तात्वाभावाक्रालिव्यास्तिः। aa च सलच्तणतया 
अप्रयुक्तत्वे सलि संस्कलनाग्त्रा सस्तुप्रतिपादकशबन्दः sta 
sfa पयबस्यलि॥ fazaa एथिवोत्यादिलक्ञषणवाक्ये 
व्यलिव्यास्तिबारणाय मातणे ल लस्यासाधारगणाधर्मानुपरारोणोत्यष्ट: | 
तथा च गन्धवतो एथिवोतिलच्छ'पवाक्ये गन्धव'त्वरूपासाधार प्प- 
धर्सापरारीगेव वस्तुसङ्कोत्तेनत्वेन तदनुपरारीग वस्तुसङ्को तनत्वा- 
भावात्रातिव्यासि:। न च एथिवोत्याद्यद्देरो असम्भव: । तस्य 
एथिवोत्वादिरूपासाधारणाधर्मापरारोगेव वस्तृप्रतिपादकत्वादिति 
वाच्यम्‌ | न्नच््यता वच्छे टकालि रिक्तासा धारयाधर्मा नुपरारे ण 
सस्तुप्रलिपा द क शब्दत्वस्य विवक्तितत्वादित्या इः | AA | 
छएश्चिकोत्ववतो एथिबोतिलच्तणवाक्ेतिव्याप्ते: । तष्य WAAT- 
वच्छेटकालिरिक्तासाधार णधर्मालुप रारोण सस्तुप्रलिपादकत्वात्‌ ॥ 
न्नच्त्यम्राज्रव्यापकौ val aay । सकलल्तच्त्यव्वत्तित्वे सलि 
लच्चेतराव्रत्तित्वमित्यथे: | यथा गोः सास्त्रादिमत््वं, लञ्च 
गोमात्रद्रत्ति, नास्ति चागोषु। wat लक्ञणम्मित्यृक्तो एक- 
्फत्वेऽतिव्या्तिः। अतो लच्चेति। ल्च्च्यद्ठन्तिधमे इत्यथः | 
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aaas श्राबलत्वेऽलिव्या्तिः। तडारण्याय लच्चव्यापकेलि । 
तावत्यक्नो म्यृङ्कित्त्वेऽलिव्याक्तिः। तत्प्ररिहाराय लच्चमाट ति ॥ 
सजातीयविजातोयव्याठत्तिव्यवहारच न्नच्तणा'क्ञानप्रथोजनम्‌ । 
स्नच्त्यत। वच्छेदकसा ्ञाइयापकजात्यवच्छिखम्ििह सजातीयम्‌ | 
तदनवच्छित्रं च व्जिातोयम्िक विवच्चितम | maam 
गोत्वं awae तस्य  साच्यादगापकं पघशत्वम्‌ । 
acafepar अश्वादयस्सजातोया: | acaafeear घटादयो 
famam:  साचक्ताट्व्यापकत्ब॑ नाम लढ्व्यापकाव्यापकल्व 
सति तढ्व्यापक्त्वम्‌ । Was नच्चतावच्क्कटकगोत्वव्यापक- 
एथिवोत्वाव्यापकत्वे सलि गोत्वव्यापकत्वात्‌ साच्चाद्व्यापकत्व 
बोध्यम्‌ । तेन प्रमेयत्वादिना सर्वस्यापि amaaa 
विजातोयस्याभावात्‌ कथमेतदिति टोषानवकाशः । एवं 
सर्वेष्वपि waaay सजातोयादि ज्ञेयम्‌ ॥ सकललच्ष्यद्घत्तित्वे सति 
लच्त्येतराद्वत्तित्वाभावरूपो धमेस्त्वलक्ञणम्‌ q च विञ्चष्टा- 
भावरूपम्‌ । विशिष्टाभावख त्रिविध: | विशेष्याभाचेन 
विश्येषणाभावेन उभयाभावेन चेलि। तत्र शङ्कित्वरूपे अत्लच्चणे 
विञ्ये्याभावेन 3 fafsenmal द्रष्टव्यः | masasqa 
विञ्येष णाभावेन विञ्चिटाभावो sae: | पएकञ्फल्वरूपालच्चणे 
उभयाभावाष्िशिष्टाभ्रावो ज्यः ॥ 

युक्तायुक्तचिन्ता परोक्ता । weed लच्चणगमनमलिञ्यामि: | 
लक्ष्येकददेगे लचग्स्यावतेनमव्यासिः । wea क्काप्यबतेनम्ः- 
सम्भवः ॥ यस्य AGUJA लल्नच्त्यम्‌ ॥ 

तत्रादौ प्रमाणसामान्यल्क्षणसुच्यते। यथाधें प्रमाणाम्‌ | 
यथावबस्थितत्ञेयविषयोकारित्वं प्रमाणत्वमित्यथेः । यद्यप्यत्र 
ay manfa तथाप्यत्र बालानामधिकारात्‌ बुदिमतां 



































132 MADHVA LOGIC 


पदत्यैव ज्ञात्‌ शक्यत्वाच नेहोच्यते ॥ एवसुत्तरत्रापि ज्ञातव्यम्‌ । 
चंयविषयोकारित्वमात्रस्य संशय जिपर्ययसाधारण्यात्‌ यथावस्थितति- 
विशेषणोपादानम्‌ । यथावस्थितं प्रमाणमित्युक्तं प्रमाट्- 
प्रमिययोरतिञ्या्तिः। अतो ज्जयविषयोकारोत्यक्तम्‌। अत्र 
arate वा परम्यरया वा ज्ञेयविषयोकारित्वम्‌ faafeafafa 
न प्रत्यक्षादावव्यासिः। न चेवमननुरम्मः लस्यादोषत्वात्‌ ॥ 
प्रमावान्‌ प्रमाला । प्रमाविषयः प्रमेयम्‌ । यथारथेज्ञानम्‌ 
प्रमा । mafaa करणेऽतित्याक्तिः। यथार्थत्यनुक्तौ 
संश्ायाटो ॥ 

ननु किमिदं संशयत्वम्‌ । अनवधारयात्वं लदिलि चेत्‌, 
न | अवधारणात्वं निखयत्वम्‌ लञ्च संशयभिन्रत्ञानत्वम्‌ | 
संञ्चयत्वं च निख्चयभिक्रज्ञा नत्वमित्यन्योन्या ख्यत्वादिलि चेत्‌, A | 
अआनबधारणज्ञानस्येब संशयलच्चणत्वात्‌ । न चान्योन्याञ्रयः | 
एकस्मिन्‌ afafa भासमानविरुदडानेकाकारावगाचिज्ञानस्येव 
अन तध्ा रणचज्ानपद्ेन विवक्षितत्वात्‌ | 





ज्ञानं संशय इत्यक्त अयं 


चट इति ज्ञानेऽलिव्या्तिः।  अतो$नेकाकारावगा'होत्टक्तम । 
aaah eruga घटपटस्तस्भकुन्थभा इत्यादि weer 
स्तम्बनेऽलिव्या सिः | तत्परिह्वाराथभेकस्मिन्‌ धमिणोति । 


aaas aa: शिंश्चपा, घरो द्रव्यमित्यादिज्ञानेऽलिव्या्तिः | अतो 
aaral तावत्यक्त इदं रजलमिलि भ्त्रमेऽतिव्या्तिः। आतो 
भासमानेलि । अत्र विरोचे भासमानत्वस्य विवबच्ितत्वान्रोक्तदोष 
डइत्यवघेयम्‌ । तस्य सं्ायश्य निर्षायकाभावसहकतताः साधारणा- 
धर्मा साधा रणधर्मबिप्रलिपत्त्यपलन्धयनुपलब्चयः पच्च कारणानोलि 
केचिदाहुः | तत्र साधारणधमजन्य:ः संश्रयो यथा । ATN- 
gamn: साधारग्यम्तूध्वेलालक्ष'णं wa परो अतिन्युपत्तभ्य स्थारशु- 
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पुरुषी wat विशेषजिज्ञासायां स्थाणत्वनिखायको वक्रकोटरादिकं 
पुरुषत्वनिद्यायकं शिरःपाश्यादिकमनुपलभमा नस्य डोलायमान 
संशय'क्तानमुत्पद्यत किमयं स्थाणुः परुषो afa. असाधारण- 
धर्मजन्धः संशयो यथा । शब्दे चाकार विशेषगुष्यत्वमसाधार'्ण- 
धर्ममुपलभमानस्य निर्षायकमञजानतः संश्रयो भवति किमयं 
अब्दो निरोऽनित्यो afan विप्रतिपत्तिजन्यः संशयो यथा | 
इन्द्रियेषु  वेशे षिकसाइ्ययोः भोलिकल्वाभोलिकत्वविप्रलिर्षात्तं 
पञ््यतो निश्ायकमपश्यलः संशयो भवलि किमिन्द्रियाणि 
भोतिकानि डताभोलिकानोलि ॥ उडपलब्धिजन्यः CINA यथा | 
कूपखननानन्तरं जलोपलब्धौ सत्या निय्यायकाभावे anal भवति | 
किं प्राक सटेवोदकं कूपखननेनाभिव्यक्तं सद्पलभ्यले 
उतासटेवोत्पत्रमिति ॥ अपनुपत्लब्धिजन्य: संशयो या । 
अस्मिन्वटे पिशाचोऽस्तोलि बातो खुलबतो fe बटसमोपगतस्य 
पिश्याचानुपलब्धौ सत्यां निर्णायकाभावे संशयो wafa क्कि 
विद्यमान एव पिशा चोऽन्तर्धानशत्तया नोपलभ्यते किं आाऽविव्यमान 
aafa उपलन््यनुपल्तन्धौः साधारणधमे एवान्त भावात्‌ 
aaa कारणानोत्यपरे ॥ उपलब्धेः साधारण्यं कथम्‌ । उपः 
aafe अन्धकारे सतामेव घटादोनामालोकानयनेन हृष्टा | 
saat चटादोनां कुलालादिव्यापारानन्तरम्रिलि ॥ अनुपलब्ध: 
साधारण्यं कथम्‌ । अनुपलब्धिडि सता मोश्वरादोनामसतां m- 
विषाणादोनां च Oct fan) आसाधारणधमजिप्र तिपत्त्योरपि 
साधारणधर* एवान्तर्भावा -साधारणधमं एक एव संशयह्ेतुरिलि 
Awa ॥ णलयोरन्तर्भावप्रकारस्तु पदषत्यक्तप्रकारिण Sa: ॥ 

लद्भावत्रत्येव लत्प्रकारकावधारयारूपच्ञानं विपययः। ज्ञानं 
विपर्यय cam संश्रयेऽतिव्यासिः । लदुगदासाथेम्‌ अवधारच्य- 
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eufafa । maat सम्यगज्ञानेऽतिव्यासिः। अतस्तदभाव- 
बलि तत्प्रकारकेलि । तदभाववति तत्प्रकारकक्तानं विपर्यय 
saa पुनः संशयेऽतिव्यासिः | अतोऽवधारणिति। तदभाव- 
बलि तलत्प्रकारकावधारणरूपज्ञानं विपर्यय इत्यक्त aa: nfa- 
संयोगोति प्रमायामतिव्यास्तिः । संयोगस्याव्याप्यत्तत्तित्वात्‌ । 
आलः, afan स च प्रत्यत्तानुमानागमाभासेभ्यो जायते । 
तत्र प्रत्यक्ञाभासतो यथा । शुक्तिकायां रजतमिति । अनुमाना- 
भासतो यथा घूलोपटले घूमभ्बमाद्‌ वज्हयभाववति वज्हयनुमिति: | 
आगमाभासतो यथा । नदोतोरे पञ्च फलानि सन्तोलि प्रतारक- 
बाक्यजन्यं ज्ञानम्‌ ॥ 

नलु यथावस्थितज्ञेयविषयोकारित्बं प्रमाणलच्चणमिति यद्‌क्तं 
लदनुपपन्रम्‌ । सूतावलिव्यास्तेरिति चेत्‌, न । 












र्म ति: प्रत्यक्ञमेलिह्यमनुमान* खतुष्ट यम्‌ । 
प्रमाणमिति विज्ञेयं unta सुसुक्षुभिः ॥ 





इलि qare: स्मलिप्रामाण्यस्य सिद्धत्वात्‌ ॥ केचित्‌ nM- 
करणं प्रमाणम्मिलि वदन्ति। aa प्रमैत्यनुक्तौ परश्वादाव- 
तिव्यास्ति; । प्रेत्यनुक्तो प्रमाणाभासेऽतिव्याक्तिः। करणम्मित्य- 
amt असम्भवः | फलेऽतिव्या््चति। aa, RASTIN: I 
प्रमाञ्यातें प्रमाणमित्यपरः | तदपि न समन्भ्रवलि। यदा घटादि 


— G — ꝰ — 


* For the use of the word अनमान in masculine, compare— 
अच्ामाव्यक्रत; कोऽसावनुमान इति HA: । 
ल्यडन्तोऽपि न घु fae) मानगब्द: प्रदुष्यति ॥ 
Sarasvatikanthdbharana, ch., ál, 70. 
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wa प्रमेयम्‌ ईश्वर: प्रमाति तदा सवंप्रमेयस्येग्वरप्रमाव्याप्तत्वेन 
प्रमेयेऽलिव्यामिः। साधनाश्चययोरन्यतरत्वे सति serena 
faafaafafa चेत्‌, a) आत्यपदवेयर्थ्यात्‌ । नन्वोश््रस्यापि 
प्रामाण्यात्तत्राव्यासिपरिह्वाराथें लदिलि चेत, न । wares 
ल्यडन्तत्वात्‌ ल्यटख करणाधिक र णभावेव्वनुञ्रासनेऽपि कर्तर्यननु- 
शासनात्‌ । नन्वोश्वरस्य कतत्वेऽपि प्रमां प्रत्यधिकर णात्वम्रस्तेउव, 
अतः प्रमाणशब्दवाच्यत्वमुपपव्यत इति चेत्‌, न । लस्य कतेत्वेऽपि 
अधिकरणत्वाभावात्‌ | क्रिया्यययोः कतुकमेणोराधारत्वस्या- 
धिकरणलक्ञणत्वादिति ॥ अनुभ्रूतिः प्रमाणम्‌ । स्म्डतिव्यति- 
रिक्तं ज्ञानमनुभ्रूतिः । ज्ञानमित्यनुक्तौ घटेऽलिव्यासिः । स्मृति- 
व्यतिरिक्त त्यनुक्तो स्मतावलिव्यासिरित्यन्यः | wa संश्ययादाव- 
fase: । स्मरतो वेदादौ च अव्यासेच्चति ॥ 

प्रमाणं द्विविधं केवलमनुप्रमाणं चेति। अव्र प्राधान्य- 
क्रमेणोद्देशः | तत्र यथाथे्ञानं केवलप्रमाणम्‌ ॥ यथार्थमिलि 
संश्यव्यृदासः । ज्ञानमिति प्रत्यक्ञव्यृदासः | केबलप्रमा्ां 
चतुर्विधम्‌ । ईश्वरज्ञानं amt योगिज्रानमयोगिज्ञानं 
चेति ॥ स्त्रतन््ज्ञानमोश्वरज्ञानम्‌ | स्वतन्त्रमिति लक्छयादि- 

















ज्ञाननिरासः | ज्ञानमिति डश्वरा दिव्यृदासः | यदा 
स्व परगलसरवार्थविषयज्ञानमोश्बर ज्ञा नम्‌ | ज्ञानमोश्वरज्ञान- 
faz ऽयोगिज्ञानेऽलिव्यासिः | asna  स्वपरगतेति । 


डशवरप्रत्यक्षेईतिव्या वारणाय ज्ञानपदम्‌ । लत्रियमेन यथार्थ- 
मोश्वरस्व्रूपम्‌ अनादि नित्यं च। इश्वरेकाधोनं ज्ञानं 
व्तच्मोज्ञानम्‌ | ज्ञानं लच्छोज्ञानमित्यक्त इईश्वरज्ञाने 
ऽलिव्या्तिः। अल ईश्वराधोनमिलि। आधोनत्वस्य मेदघटित- 
त्वाचातिव्यासिः । तावत्यृक्ते ब्रह्मादिज्ञानेऽलिव्या्तिः। wa 
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एकेति। osrafafa लच्ोनिद्वत्तिः॥ अथ च श्वरे 
ल्वसावेत्रिकम्‌ अन्यत्रानालोचने सर्वतिषयज्ञारुं लच्छोज्ञान्तम्‌ | 
ज्ञानं लच्मोज्ञानमित्दक्ते अस्मदादिज्ञानेऽलिव्यास्तिः। अतः 
सर्वविषयसिति । लावल्दुक्ते ऋजुयोगिज्ञानऽतिव्यासिः । अतो- 
ऽनालोचने इलि । तस्यालोचने सवेविषयत्वात्‌। अनालोचने 
सवेविषयज्ञानं लच्छोज्ञानमित्यक्त इश्वरज्ञानेऽतिव्यािः अत 
jet त्वसावत्रिकमिति ॥ इश्वरे त्वसावेत्रिकमनालोचने aà- 
विषयक्ञानमित्युक्त व्याचातेनाऽसम्भ्रवः स्यात्‌। अलोऽन्धत्रेलि | 
लच्छो प्रत्यक्ेऽतिव्यासिवारणाय ज्ञानमिति । aza नियमेन 
aaa लक्ष्मोस्वरूपमनादि नित्यं च॥ योगप्रभाव- 
ल्लब्धातिशयक्ञानमु योगिज्ञानम | तर्चिवबिधम agafar 
ताक्त्विकयोगिज्ञानम्‌ आताक्त्विकयोगिज्ञानं चेलि॥ क्टजवो 
नाम ब्रह्मत्वयोग्या जोवा: । इश्वरादन्यत्र आलोचने सर्वविषयं 
ज्ञानम्‌ त्ररज्ञुयोगिज्ञानम्‌ | ज्ञानम्‌ कटजुपघोगिज्ञानमित्यक्त 
आस्मदादिज्ञानेऽतिव्या्तिः। अतः aifagafafa: ata È 
इश्वरज्ञानेऽलिव्यामिः। अलतञ्आल्ोऽति। तातरत्यर se भतः । 
adat आलोचने सवेविषयत्वाभावात्‌ । अत ईश्वराद्न्यट ति ॥ 
afefad स्वरूपं मनोद्ठत्तिरूपं चेलि। तत्र स्वरूपमना दिनित्यम्‌ | 
छत्तिन्नाने तु प्रवाहतोऽनादि। इयमपि नियमेन यथार्थम्‌ ॥ 
तइ गलिरिक्तास्तत्ष्वाभिमानिनो देवास्ताक्त्विकाः । तत्त्वाभिमानिनो 
देवास्ताक्त्विका इत्यक्त ऋजुयोगिष्वलिव्या्गः । आतस्तद्व्तिरिक्ता 
दलि । तह्य्रलिरिक्तास्तत्त्वाभिमानिन saa अलाक्त्विकदे वेव्वलि- 
व्या्तिः। अतः तत््वाभिमानिन fa, तद्दर्यातरिक्तास्तःत्वाभि- 
मानिन sam असुरेष्वतिव्या्तिः। अतो द्वा इ'त। अनादित्वे 
सति डइश्वरादन्यत्र आलोचनेऽप्यसबविषयं ज्ञानं तास्विक- 
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योंगिज्ञानम्‌ । ज्ञानं तात्विकयोगि'ज्ञानमित्युक्ते डेश्वरज्ञानेऽलि- 
व्यासिः । अतोऽसव्षविषयमिति | तावत्युक्ते लच्मोज्ञानेऽतिव्यास्तिः 
तस्येश्वरेऽसर्बेविषयत्बात्‌ । अत इश्वरादन्यत्रेति। तावत्युक्ते ऋजु 
योगिज्ञानेऽतिव्या्िः | तस्यालोचनाभावद्शायाञ्‌ इेश्वराट्न्यता- 
सवेविषयत्वात्‌। अतः आलोचनेऽपोति। तावत्युक्तेऽताष्त्विक 
योंगिज्ञानेऽतिब्यासिः । अतोऽनादित्वे सतोति । तदपि दिविघं 
wed बाह्यां चेलि। aed यथाथमेव । बाह्यं कदाचिट्ययथार्थ- 
मपि। ऋटज्ज॒तास्विक्यतिरिक्ता टेवत्रव्यादयो योगिनोऽलाक्त्विकाः | 
सादित्वे सति इश्वराद्न्यत्र अल्पाज्ञानयुक्तं ज्ञानम्‌ अला्विकयोगि- 
ज्ञानम्‌ । चा नमतात्तिवक यो गिज्ञौ। नमित्यु क्त tamas aana: । 
अतो$ज्ञानयुक्तमित्यक्तम्‌ । तावव्युक्त अयोगि्ञानेईतिव्यासिः | 
अतो5ल्पेति | तावत्य॒क्ते असंभवः | तस्यश्वरे बइला'ज्ञानयुक्तत्वातू | 
अत डेश्वरादन्यत्रेति । maai ताक्त्विकयोगिज्ञानेऽलिव्यासिः 1 
अतः सादित्वे सतोति। तदपि द्विविधं स्वरूपं बाह्यं चेलि। 
यथार्थनियमादि पूर्ववत्‌ । ता क्तविकातात्त्विकयो गिच्रानयो- 
रनादित्वसादित्वे पडत्युक्तरोत्या ज्ञातव्ये । योगिव्यलिरिक्ता star 
आयोगिनः । <ईञ्यलच्ञोनिरासाय stat इति। योगिनिरास्ताय 
योगिव्यलिर्क्ता इति । डेज्वराटन्यत्र अज्ञानप्रचु रज्रानम्‌ अयोगि- 
ज्ञानम्‌ । अच्ञानप्रचुरज्ञानमयोगिज्ञानमित्युक्त योगिज्ञानेऽलिः 
व्यासिः। तस्येश्वरे अज्ञानप्रचुरत्वात्‌। अत इश्वराद्न्यत्रेलि । 
aefa पूर्वेवद्विविधम्‌ । उतपत्तिविनाश्यवच्च । स्वरूपज्ञानस्या- 
भिव्यक्त्चपेक्तया उत्पत्ति विनाशवतत्वम्‌ । वत्तिच्तानस्य स्वरूपा- 
पेक्ञयेति दृष्ट व्यम्‌ | 

आयोगिनोऽपि fafaar: 1 स॒क्तियोग्या:ः नित्यसंसारिष्णः 
तम्तेयोग्यायेलि। स॒क्तियोग्यानां aeons यद्याथभेव । 

18 
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नित्यसंसारिणां तु fasta) 





अन्येषां त्वयथाथमेब । बाह्या 
त्रयाणामप्युभयविधमिलि । इन्द्रियं लिङ्गजँ स्मलिराषं 
afa चतुविधं यथार्थज्ञानमिलि वेश्ेषिकाः । तदसत्‌, नित्य 
स्येश्व रज्ञानादेरागमजन्यस्य चासंग्रह्ञात्‌ । स्मतेमेनोरूपेन्द्रिय- 
जन्यत्वेन आषेस्य च योगिज्ञानत्वेन योगिज्ञानस्य योगसहुक़्तेन्द्रिय- 
जन्ध्ञानप्रभेदत्वस्य तेरूक्तत्वेन एथर्ग्रहणायोगाञ्च। यथार्थज्रान- 
साधनसनुप्रसाणम्‌ | ज्ञानमित्यक्ते तत्र संश्यादौ चातिव्याप्तिः | 
 खाधनमित्यक्ते क्ुुठारेऽलिव्यास्तिः | यथार्थेज्ञानमित्युक्ते 
संग्याद्साधनेऽलिव्यासिः । यथार्थज्ञानकारणसितुयक्ते NATAT- 
दावतिव्यासिः। इति सवें साथकम्‌ । सति च दाव्रादौ 
कारणि यदभावात्‌ कायाभावो यस्मिन्सत्यप्रलिबन्धे भवत्य व 
कायें agaa साधनमिति । यथा व्यापारवान्‌ कुठारः । अतो 
न याटच्छिकसवादिलिङ्कविम्त्रमादावलिव्यासिः। काचादयः 
_प्रलिबन्धा दत्य च्यन्ते । अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे सलि कार्यचियतपूवे- 
afa कारणम्‌ । काये प्रागभावप्रलियोगि । तत्कारणं fa fasg । 
उपादानकारणं निमित्तकारणं चेलि। परिणामित्वे सति 
यल्कारणं लट्पादानकारणम्‌ | यथा जगतः प्रतिः, स्टत्‌ृपिण्डख 
घटस्य । आपरिणामित्वे सति यत्कारणं तत्रिमित्तकारणम्‌ । यथा- 
ऽदषादिकं जगतः, द्ण्डादिकं च चटस्य। aaa उतक्ताकारष्ण- 
mara यदतिश्चयितं तत्‌ साधनमितुक्त भवति | 
qanar fafai nasaq अनुमानम्‌ आगमरखति | 
प्राये णासखाव्य वचितवतेमानकतिपयाथय़्राहकं प्रत्यच्ञम्‌ | 
अनासखातोतानागलव्यवचितार्थ गोचरमनुमानम्‌ । स्वातन्लेगप्पा- 
Rarifaqa आगम इलि । अर्थयहष्यक्रमेष्यो देशः | अनुप्रमाण- 
तरै विध्यात्‌ लञ्जन्यच्ञानमपि विविधम्‌ । प्रत्यचालुमिलिञ्चाब्दभेदात्‌ | 
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तत्र प्रत्यक्तजन्य'क्ञानं प्रत्यचम्‌ । इदमेव साच्षात्कार इत्युच्यते । 
अनुमानजन्यं ज्ञानमनुमितिः | आगमजन्ध ज्ञानं शाब्दम्‌ ॥ 
factafea प्रत्यक्षं द्षेन्द्रियेऽतिव्यासिवारणाय fafafa । 
अनुमानादावतिव्याप्रिवारण्ाय डन्द्रियमिति । ननु wae 
करणाविशेष: | करणस्य चावान्तरव्यापारेण भाव्यम्‌ । यथा 
छिटाकरणस्य परशोदारसंयोगोऽवान्तरव्यापारः | तज्जन्यस्तज्जन्य- 
जनकोऽवान्तरव्यापारः । यथा परशुजन्यो दारुसंयोगः । 
सत्यम्‌ । इन्द्रियं करणम्‌ । तस्यार्थसंयोगौऽवान्तरव्यापारः | 
साचात्कारः फलम्‌ । अत्र तु घमिप्राघान्यविवच्ञया 
“अट्टम्‌ इन्द्रियं त्वचम्‌” इति लक्त्वनिणयानुरोधेन स्वस्वविषय- 
सतिक्ष्टमद्ष्टमिन्द्रियं प्रत्यक्ञमित्यक्तम्‌ । कचिदवान्तरव्यापार- 
प्राधान्यविवच्ञया aaa  निर्दोषार्थ न्ट्रियसखिकः 
प्रत्यक्ञमित्युक्तम्‌। अतो न विरोध: naa सप्तविधम्‌ । `ˆ 
साच्विषडिन्द्रियमेदात्‌ । तत्र प्रमाव्टस्वरू पेन्द्रिय साच्तोत्युच्यते। तस्य 
विषयाः maagi तदाः सुखादयो भावरूपाविद्या मनस्त- 
हःत्तयो 'क्ञानसुखाद्याः कालोऽव्याङताकागखेत्याद्याः | स च स्वरूप- 
ज्ञानं व्यनक्ति। षडिन्द्रियाणि च घ्राणरसनचक्ञुस्त्वकञोतरमनांसि | 
qa गन्धस्तद्िशेषाः सोरभादयो घ्राणेन्द्रियस्य विषयाः | 
रसस्तदिशेषा माधर्यादयो रसनेन्द्रियस्थ विषयाः। RTE- 
सम्रानाधिकरणोड्वतरूपवन्ति द्रव्याणि Afara: संख्याद्य 
कर्माणि जातयख्चक्षुसत्बचोविषयाः । वायुस्पर्ोऽपि त्वचो विषयः । 
aag wana: । तथा छि योऽयं बायो बाति सति अनुष्णा- 
aaa sumaa स ea: कचिदाखितः गुणत्वाट्टपवत्‌ | 
न चास्य एथिवो आचयः द्ध तम्प्रशवत्याः एथिव्या उड़ तरूप- 
वक््वनियमात्‌ | उडपल्तभ्यमानस्पञ्गा्ययस्य नोरूपत्वात्‌ । नापि 
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जत्ततेजसो, 'उपलभ्यस्रा नस्पर्श्याचयस्यानुष्णाशयोतत्वात्‌ । न fay 
चतुष्टयम्‌, स्पञ्चेरहितत्वात्‌ । तत्रापि तदङ्गोकारे सर्वदा daN- 
पलब्धिप्रसङ्गात्‌। न मनः, परमाणस्पश्रेस्यातोन्ट्रियत्वात्‌ | 
amg यः प्रतोयमानस्पर्थ्याचय: स वायु; । ननु वायुः प्रत्यक्षः 
प्रत्यक्षस्पर्थ्याखायत्वाद घटवद्‌ इलि चेत्‌, न। उडड़तरूपबक्त्व स्यो- 
पाधिल्वात्‌ | अस्योपाछेः पक्षधर्म व च्छिन्रसाध्यव्यापकल्बात्‌ । यब्र 
afegara सति प्रत्यक्षत्वं तत्रोद्ध_तरूपवःल्वमिति दृष्टान्त साध्य- 
व्यापकत्वात्‌ यत्र प्रत्यक्षस्पर््याचयत्बं तत्रोडूतरूपवत्वसिति 
व्या्तिनोस्ति। पक्षे साधनाव्यापकत्वात्‌ | तस्माद्दायो: 
amaaa faq) weafettor वर्णादयः खोते न्द्रियस्य 
विषयाः । एतेषां पच्चेन्द्रियाणां सनो$नघिछितत्बं का चकासल्ा- 
zaa दोषाः । मनसस्तु बाह्योन्द्रियाधिष्ठानेनेते सर्वं विषया: । 
बडि रिन्ट्रियनै रपेच्चेणातोलाः पदाथा मनोविषयाः।॥ «afa 
फलम्‌ ॥ amana स्मलिरित्यक्तः। तत्र संस्कारः 
सक्रिकर्षरूपः ॥ यथा योगोन्द्रियाणां योगजौ धमः। तलस्य 
मनसो दोषा रागाद्यः। अथेदोषाच अलिदूरस्थत्वम्‌ आलि- 
साम्ोष्यं सोच्छंश व्यवघानम्‌ watered सादृश्यं चेत्यादयः | 
एतेषु दोषेषु सत्सु कचिज्‌ ज्ञानमेव न Sad) क्रचिञ्च संशया- 
दिकम्‌ उत्पद्यते. । 

डन्द्रियजन्यज्ञाने आग्माद्चितुर्णा ë afama: कारणम्‌ । 
sla मनसा संयुज्यते । मन इन्द्रियेण, इन्द्रियाणां वस्तु प्राप्य 
प्रकाञ्यकारित्बनियम्मात्‌ | सर्वेषामिन्द्रियाणां स्त्रस्त्रविषयेः 
| स्वस्वविषयप्रतियोगिव्हाभावेन च सात्ताटेक एव afani: 
कारणम्‌ । न तु कचित्प्ररम्परा इति ज्रातव्यम्‌। एके लु 
साच्यात्कारप्रमाहेतुरिन्द्रियाथेयोः afani: afew) तद्यथा 
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संयोग:, संयुक्तसमसवाय:, संयुक्तसमवेतसमवाय:, समवाय:, समवेत- 
समवायः, विश्येषणविशेष्यभावखेलि | तत्र ag घटादिद्रब्येः 
संयोगः ।  रूपकर्मसामान्ये: संयुक्तसमवाय: | लया त्वचो 
घटादिद्रव्येः संयोग: । स्पर्शकर्मखामान्येः संयुक्तसमवाय: | 
तथा मनस आत्मना संयोग: | आव्मगतसुखादिभिय संयुक्त 
समवायः | घ्राणरसनयोरगन्धरसाभ्यां संयुक्तसमवायः । ali 
संयुक्ते फले गन्धरखयो: समवायात्‌ । तथा गुगकमगतसामान्धै: 
संयुक्तसमवायः | योत्रस्य wea समवायः । are 
वच्छित्नभस:  खोत्रत्वात्‌ । गब्ट्स्याकाश्रगुणत्वात्‌ । ARA- 
wealfeqard:  समवेतसमवाय: | तथा * weal 
घटाभावेन विशेषणविशेष्यभाव: सरत्रिकष: । दह भूतले 
चरो नास्तोत्यत्र  चक्षुःख्युक्तस्य ware विद्येषणत्वात्‌ । 
घटाभावस्य faaan घटाभाववद्धतलमित्यत we: 
खंयुक्तस्य भूतलस्य विशेष्यत्वम्‌ । घटाभावस्य विश्रेषणत्वम्‌ । 
एवं anama? विशोषण्णविशेष्यभाव: सच्चिकष:। इह 
तन्तुषु पटसमवायः, पटसमवायवन्लस्तन्तव इत्यादि बदन्त्ि | 
तदेतटसत्‌ । quretat गुण्यादिभिरमेदेन समवाया- 
भावात्‌। समवायसङ्धावे प्रमाणाभावाञ्च | आव्मम्रन:- 
संयोगस्यान्यत्र प्रत्यासत्तित्वेऽपि आत्मनि away च न ae 
लथात्वम्‌ | आधव्मनस्तदर्माणां च साच्तिविषयत्वेन मनो- 
विषयत्वाभावात्‌ | खर्णाकाकशब्ट्स्थय द्रव्यत्वेन MATN- 
शुणत्वाभावात्‌। न च सामान्यवत्त्वे सत्यस्मटाटिचाह्कै- 
केन्ट्रिययाहवात्वेन वर्णानां गुप्णत्वसिद्दः कथं द्रव्यत्वमिलि वाच्यम्‌ | 
wana anfa ऱ्यभिचारात्‌ | परमते प्रट्ोपप्रभायां 
व्यभिचारात्‌ । ध्वन्याव्मकञ्चब्द्स्थ आकाश्यगुण्त्वेऽपि तद्भेदेन 
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समवायाभावात्‌ | विशेषणविशेष्यभावस्य स्तरूपसम्बन्धत्वेन 


भित्रसस्बन्धल्वाभावात्‌ | 
यत्‌ केचिदाहः संस्क्ारमात्रजन्यक्षाने स्मतिः । nafa- 
ज्ञानेईतिव्यापतिवारणाय मात्रपदम्‌ | संस्कारसम्प्रयोगाभ्यां 


जायमानं ज्ञानं प्रत्यभिज्ञानम्‌ । सम्प्रयोगः संयोग: । संस्क्रारे- 
aa आयं चट इति ज्ञानेऽतिव्यासिः। सम्प्रयोरोत्यनुक्तौ 








स्म्लावलिव्यापकमिलि। तत्र। तथा सति यथार्थज्ञान- 
मात्रस्य प्रमाणजन्यत्वनियमात्‌, स्मृतेख यथाथज्ञानत्वात्‌ 
तच्जनकसंस्कारस्यापि एथकप्रामाण्यापत्तः | aaa तानि 
प्रमाणानि चत्वारोति विभागानुपपत्तः। ननु इदं दूषणं 


भवलामपि समानम्‌ इलि चेत्‌, न। अस्माभिस्तु स्मतेभावनासच- 
कतमा नसप्रत्यक्चजन्यत्वाङ्गोकारादिलि ॥ 

चतुर्विघं namq) bamad लच्छोप्रत्यच्तं योगिप्रत्य चम्‌ 
अयोगशिप्रत्यक्षं afal) विषयस्तु तत्तञ्ज्ञानविषयवद्‌ विवेक्तव्यः | 
wa विशेषस्तु पदत्यक्तरोत्या ज्ञातव्य इति सवमवदातम्‌ | 


इति चोमब्ञयतोथेपूज्यपादप्रदशितमार्गानुवतिन्यां प्रमाण- 
चन्द्रिकायां प्रत्यक्ञपरिच्छदः समाप्तः | 











दितौयः परिच्छेदः 
 खोवेटव्यासाय नम: | waar निरूप्यते । निर्दाषोप- 
पत्तिरनुमानम्‌।  उपपत्तियक्तिलिद्रः व्याप्यमिति पर्यायः | 
'उपपत्तिरनुमानमित्यक्त आञ्चयासिछे वाधिते चातिव्यास्ि: । 
तयोव्य्तियाञ्रयत्वेनोपपत्तित्वात्‌ । अतो निर्दोषेति । arat 
प्रत्यक्षाावलिव्यास्तिः। wa डपपत्ततिरिति॥ अत्र for 
करणम्‌ | परामर्शो व्यापारः। अनुमितिः फलम्‌ । व्या्ति- 














प्रकारकपचधमेताज्ानं घराम्मशेः | यथा व<हव्याप्य- 
घुमवानयमिति ज्ञानम्‌ । asi पर्वेलोऽग्निमानिलि 
- ज्ञानमनुमितिः | यत्र शमस्तत्राम्निरिति साइचये- 





नियमो व्या्तिः। wa साहचये हेतोः साध्येन सम्बन्ध- 
मात्रं विवच्ञितम्‌, न तु सामानाधिकरख्यमेव । लस्य नियमो 
नियतत्वम्‌ । अव्यभिचरितसाध्यसस्बन्धो व्यासिरित्यर्थः | 
साहचयेनियम इत्येव व्यासिलक्ञणम्‌ | aa धमस्तत्राग्निरिति 
व्या्तिदश्यनम्‌ । तत्र धमो व्याप्यः आम्निव्यापकः । व्याप्तगघि- 
करणं व्याप्यम्‌ । व्यासिनिरूपक व्यापकम्‌ । अज्र व्याप्यस्य 
uaa नाम ससुकिलदेशव्वत्तित्वं विवच्ितम्‌ । अतो न 
कञ्चित्‌ FATET: | 

केचित्प्रलियोग्यसमा ना धिकरण: साधनसमानाधिकरणौ 
योऽत्यन्ताभावः तचस्याप्रलियोगि यत्साध्यं तव्सामानाध्यिकरण्ण्यं 
व्याप्ति रित्यर्थः | साध्यसाम्रानाघिकरण्यं व्यासिरित्यक्त 
पवेलोऽम्निमान्‌ प्रमेयत्वादित्यत्रालिव्यातिः | तदुग्दासाय 
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खाधनसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगोति । तावत्युक्ते Se: 
संयोगी ठव्यत्वादित्यचाव्याप्ति; ।# तत्परिहाराय प्रतियोग्य- 
समानाधिकरणेति | संयोगाभावस्य प्रलियोगिसमानाधि- 
करणत्वा्राव्यासिरिy्त्या्ः। तदसत्‌, ऊध्वेदेशो वृष्टिमान्‌ 
WHER नदोपूरात्‌। यदाऽधोदेशे नदोपूरः तदोध्वेटेशे 
afe: यथा संप्रलिपन्रमित्यादिव्यधिकरणानुमानेऽब्याप्तः । 
` जनन्विदं gad भवतां समानमिति चेत्‌, न । कार्येकारणभाव- 
रूपस्य आव्यभिचरितसर्बन्धस्य व्यधघिकरणानुमाने सतत्वादिति | 
घर्माचतुविधाः | केचन समव्याप्ताः । केचन विषम्मव्यास्ाः । 
केचन परस्परपरिहारेशेब वतमानाः | केचिल्क्कचिव्समाविद्टा 
अपि घपरस्यरपरिक्वारेणेव वतेन्ते। aa आद्या यथा निषिचत्व- 
पापसाधनत्ब-चिचितत्व-धमेसाधनत्वादयः । यत्र निषिदत्वं तत्र 
 चापसाधनत्वं, यत्र पापसाधनत्बं तत्र निषिडत्वमिति नियमात । 
तत्र इयोरप्यन्योन्यं व्याप्यव्यापकभावः। एवं यत्र fafead 




















aa धर्मसाधनत्वम्‌ । यत्र धमसाधनत्वं तत्र fafeaa 
द्रष्टव्यम्‌ । द्वितीया यथा घुमवक्त्वाग्निमक््व-छकतकल्बा- 
निव्यत्वादयः | यत्र धूसवक््वं तत्राग्निमक््वम्मिति व्यासः | 


aalan aa धमव'च्व्मिति व्यासिर्नास्ति। अयागोगन्लके 
व्यभिचारात्‌ | wa waenafa yaaa व्याप्यमेव । 
ufameuata अग्निमत्त्वं व्यापकमेव । एवं यत्र छतकत्बं तत्रा- 
नित्यत्बमिति व्याप्त; । यत्रानित्यत्वं तत्र छतकलत्बसिति anfa- 
र्नास्ति। प्रागभावे व्यभिचारादिति ट्रष्टव्यम्‌ । ZAN 
amt गोत्व्राश्वत्वगजत्वसिंहत्वाद्यः | aa गोत्वं न aq 











* सद्रितपस्तके ...तिब्यासिरिति पाठ; । 
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सर्वेधाश्वत्वम्‌ aaraa न तत्र सवेथा गोत्वम्‌ । तयोर्नान्योन्यं 
व्याप्यव्यापकभावः | सम्बन्धस्येवाभावात्‌ । wa यत्र गजत्वं न 


aa wan सिंहत्वम्‌ aa fiea न aa गजत्वमिति 


द्रष्टव्यम्‌ । चतुर्था यथा पाचकत्बपुरुषत्वभ्रूतत्वस्त्रतेत्वादय: । 
पाचकत्वपरुषत्वयोः प॒रुषविशेषे समावेशे पाचकत्वं yaaa- 
परिह्कारिण wig वतेते। yanana पा चकत्वपरिद्ारेणापचलि 
पुरुषे वतेते । तावपि नान्योन्यं व्याप्यव्यापकभाववन्तौ सत्यपि 
सम्बन्धे परस्प्रव्यभिचारात्‌ । एवम्भृतत्वस्रूतत्वयोः कचिव्समा- 
वेशेऽपि भूतत्वं म्मूर्तत्वपरिहारिण आकाशे वतेते । ada भूतत्व- 
परिहारेण मनसि वर्तत इति द्टव्यम्‌ । aa व्याप्यो घर्मो 
व्यापकप्रमितिं जनयन्रनुमानमित्यच्यते | व्या पक a AAA 
इति | 

ननु पवते वर्तमानो धूमो ग्टहान्तबंतिनः पुरुषस्य 
किमित्यम्निप्रमां न जनयति । उच्यते) न प्रत्यचवद्नुमान- 
मञज्ञालकरणम्‌ । किन्तु maña तथापि नारिकेलद्वोप- 
वासिनो देशान्तरगतस्य धूमप्रतोतावपि कस्मान्राग्निप्रमोदयः । 
तस्य धमस्वरूपज्ञानेऽप अग्निव्या्ततया तलञ्ज्ञानाभावात्‌ | 
ज्ञालव्यासिकस्याप कुतः कदाचिदस्निप्रमानुत्पत्तिः । anfa- 
स्मरणाभावात्‌। तथा च व्यासिस्मरणसह्िलं सम्यग्ज्ञालं 
लिङ्गं ससुचितदेशादो लिङ्गिप्रमाच्जनयदनुमानमित्यक्तं भवति | 
अतएव लिङझ्लस्िरूपस्य maasi देशविशेषादिसंखष्टतया 
ज्ञापकत्वात्रानुमा नवैफल्यम्‌ | ततस्च अनुमानस्य इ अङ्ग व्यासिः 
ससुचितदेशादौँ afafa न तु पच्चधमेतानियमः | 

ननु व्याधिज्ञान केन प्रमाणेन जायते | amaz 
प्रत्यच्तानुमानागमैरिति ब्रूमः। aa तावड्मस्यास्निना 

19 
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व्यासिमेक्ानसादी waar: तत्र भूयोदशनव्यभिचारा- 
दर्शने सहकारिणो | ॥ 
ननु वतेमानसत्रिकछरटसात्रग्राहि wan सर्वोपसंहारेण 
कथमतोताव्यास्प्रदां व्यासिं ग्य्होोयात्‌। प्रत्यासत्तेरभावा- 
fefada | सामान्यलक्ञणप्रत्यासत््तेरभावेऽपि सादण्यनेव 
अतोतादिना प्रत्यासत्तिसग्भवेन सर्वोपसंहारेण व्याप्तियहोप- 
पत्तः । अनुमानगस्यां तु व्यासिसमुत्तरत्रोदा हरिष्याम: । यो 
ब्राह्मण: स न Sey! या गोः सा न पदा स्प्रथ्व्या । 
यद्विहितं तत्कतेव्यसमित्याद्यागमगम्या व्यासिद्रेष्टव्या | 
त्रिविधमनुमान कार्यानुमानं कारणानुमानं अआकारय- 








कारणानुमानं चेलि। aga कारणमनुमापयलि तत्‌ 
कार्यानुमानम्‌ । यथा धघ॒मोऽग्नेरनुमापकः। यत्कारणं 
कार्यमनुमापयति तत्कारणानुमानम्‌ | यथा इतरकारण- 


fafacamiafaa छेरनुमापिका । यत्‌ स्त्रसाध्यस्य कारणं न 
भवति कायच न भवति अथ च तदनुमापकं लदकार्यकारणानु- 
मानम्‌ । यथा रसो रूपस्यानुमापकः | 
yafe विधमनुमानम्‌ | ze amaz} चेति। 
तत्र प्रत्यक्ञयोग्याथानुमापकं EVH | यथा HAISTA: | 
प्रत्यच्तायोग्याथानुमापकं सामान्यतोद्ष्म्‌ । यथा रूपादिज्ञानं 
चक्रुराद्रेरिति। केचित्‌ त्रिविधमनुमानं केवलान्वयिकेबल- 
व्यतिरिक्यन्बयव्यतिरेकिभेदात्‌ । साध्यधमंवान्‌ धर्मा ae: 
सपच्तादौ धर्मिण्यतिब्या्तिवारणाय साध्यधमेवानित्यक्तम्‌ । 
यत्प्रतोतिलिङ्गेन जनयितव्या स साध्यो धर्म; अतो नालिव्याप्तिः । 
साध्यधमेवत्त्वं संयोगेन सम्बन्धेन हेतावप्यस्ति तद्दारण्णाय 
walfa | साध्यसमानधमवान्‌ धर्मी aga: |) सहानसीोय- 
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घुसे$तिव्याप्तिवारणाय घर्मीति-। साध्यघमेवान्‌ धर्मा aqa 
sam yamai  पक्षेईतिव्यासिचि wa: समानेति । 
सन्ट्ग्धित्वाकारमन्तरेण् समानधमेवानित्यर्थः । साध्यतव्समान- 
घमेरडितो घर्मो विपच्चः | पचक्षेऽतिव्यासिवारणाय साध्यर डित- 
पद्म्‌ । सपच्षेईतिव्याप्रिवारणाय तव्समानंेर डिर्तात । पच्चव्यापकं 
auqafa अविद्यमानविपच्छ केवलान्वयि। अविद्यमानविपच्चं 
केवलान्वयोत्युक्ते सर्वमभिधेयं प्रमेयत्वादित्यनुपरूदारिण्यति- 
व्यासिः। अतः सपचक्षत्तोलि। aoaaa अविद्यमानबिपच्चं 
केवलान्वयोत्यक्ते जझब्दोऽभिघेयद्याक्तुषत्वादिलि स्वरूपासिदेऽलि- 
atfa: । तत्परिहाराय पच्षत्त्तोत्यक्तम्‌ । तावतक्त घटञ्यन्दा- 
aiad म्वूलेत्वादिति भागासिडेऽतिव्या्तिः। तत्परिहाराय 
पत्तचव्यापर्कामति । तड्िबिधम्‌ । सपच्चव्यापक-तदेेक देशव त्ति- 
भेदात्‌ । ग्रब्टोईभिघेय: प्रमेयत्वात्‌ घटवदिति सपच्वव्यापकम्‌ | 
तस्यामेव प्रतिज्ञायां quarguafefa सपक्तेकटेशव्व A । 





व्यासिद्दिविधा । अन्चयतो व्यतिरकतञ्चति॥। साधनस्य 
साध्यन व्याप्तिरन्वयव्याक्ति: | साध्याभावस्य साधनाभावेन 
व्यासिव्यलिरिकः। aa च अन्वयव्याप्तौ साधनं व्याप्यम्‌ । 


साध्यं व्यापकम्‌ । व्यलिरेकव्याप्तो तु साध्याभावो are) 
साधनाभावो व्यापकः । सर्वत्र व्याप्यपरस्कारिणेव arfaater | 
अत्र प्रमेयत्वस्य केवलमन्वयव्यासिरिवास्ति। यत्प्रभेयं agfa- 
सेयम्‌ । यथा घट fa: न तु afata: यदभिघेयं 
न भवति तत्‌ प्रमेय न भवलि | यथासुकमिलि दृष्टान्ताभावात्‌ | 
सर्वेस्याभिधेयत्वेन आनभिघेयत्वाभावात्‌ । तेनैतव्केबलान्वयो- 
त्यच्यते। पक्ञव्यापकमविव्यमानसपच्ं सर्वेस्मादिषच्ञायाद्यन्तं 
केवलव्यतिरेकि | faqaienad केवलव्यलिरिकोत्य क्त 
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पर्वेतो$ग्निमान्‌ पर्वतत्बादित्याङि-व्यभिचारिण्यतिव्यासिः | 
तद्दारणाय सर्वस्मादिति। पवतत्वस्य निरग्निकमहाहदादे- 
व्याद्वत्तत्वेऽपि निरग्निकपवेतादव्याळत्तत्वेन सव विपच्षव्यावत्तत्वा- 
भावान्रातिव्यासिः | ताबत्यक्तेऽन्वयव्यलिरेकिण्यलिव्याप्तिः । 
तत्परिहाराय अविद्यमानसपचमिति। तावत्यक्तं जोवच्छरोरं 
साव्मकं चेतनत्वादिति स्त्ररूवासिडेऽतिब्याप्षिः। aara 
पच्छत्त्तोति । तावत्युक्तं staat सर्वज्ञो सबवकत्तत्वादिति 
भागासिदेऽलिव्या्तिः। agama पचव्यापकमिलि। ser 
हरणं तु इश्वर: सर्वज्ञः सरवेकतुत्वादिति। अस्य यः सवज्ञो 
न भवति स adana न भवलि यथा Baza इति afata- 
व्यासिरिवास्ति। नतु यः सर्वकर्ता स wan डत्यन्वयव्यास्िः | 
डेशवरावताराणां रामक्कष्णादीनां पच्चत्वात्‌ अन्येषां जोवानास- 
स्ेज्ञत्वात्‌ | तेनेतत्केवलव्य तिरेकोत्य॒च्यते । पच्ञव्यापकं 
सपत्तहात्ति सवंविपच्ञव्याद्ठत्तं अन्वयव्यतिरेकि । विपक्ञव्याक्वतत्त- 
मन्वयव्यलिरिकोत्यङ्गोकारि जोवच्छरोरमनित्यं एथिवोत्वादिति 
व्यभि चारिख्यितिव्यास्िः। एथिवोत्वस्थ नित्ये गगनादावद्वत्तेः | 
अतः सर्बेलि। aa एथिवोत्बस्य नित्यगगनाद्ावह्वत्तेरपि नित्ये 
पार्थिबपरमाणो aa: सवेविपत्ञव्यावत्तत्वाभाव इति ज्ञेयम्‌ | 
सवै बिपचव्याद्वत्तमन्चयव्यतिरेको त्यक्ते केवलव्यतिरे किण्यति- 
ब्याप्त; | तद्वारणाय सपच्तछत्तोति। तावत्युक्ते Zaga: 
aia: सर्वकर्तत्वादिति स्वरूपासिदेऽलिव्यासिः | अतः qa- 
ठत्तोत्युक्तम्‌ | तावत्युक्ते पवतज्हदो वञ्हिमन्तो धृमवत्त्वादिति 
भागासिडे5तिव्यापतिः। तह्घारणाय पच्चव्यापकमिति। uA- 
aaqa Se आभावेन पत्तञ्यापकत्वाभावात्‌ | 
akfa सवसपचहत्ति-तदेकदेशहत्तिमेदात्‌ | 





जोवो 
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नित्यः विनाश्यकारणशून्यत्वादिति सपच्चव्यापकम्‌ । सर्वस्मिन्‌ 
नित्ये गगनादौ विनाशकारणशुन्यत्वस्य ea: । पवतोऽग्निमान्‌ 
धूमवत्त्वादिति सपत्तेऊद्ेशव्वत्तिः। shana कचिदडम- 
aaa: | इदं fe यो घुमवान्‌ सोऽग्निमान्‌ यथा 
सहानस; । योऽम्निमान्‌ न भवति स saan न भवति यथा 
मचछाचद इति व्याक्तिष्ठयवदन्वयव्यलिरिकोत्यच्यते इत्याहः । 
लद्िदमसत्‌ । व्यतिरेकव्याप्तः प्रक्कतसाध्यसिदावनुपयोगात्‌ | 
न चि भावेन भावसाधने अभावस्य अभावेन व्याप्तिरुप- 
युज्यते। व्यासिपचधमेतयोर्वेयधिकरण्यं च एवं सति स्यात्‌ । 
aa afs केवलञ्चतिरेकिणः Gaag <a तत्रापि 
यस्सबकर्ता स aan इत्येव व्यासिः। किन्तु afannen- 
ema विप्रतिपत्तिविषयत्वेन सा दशेयितुमशक्याऽभ्ूत्‌ | 
ततोऽनुमानेन तां साधयित व्यतिरिकव्यासिरुपयुज्यते। सवे- 
कतेत्वादिति प्रयुक्त कथमस्य व्यासिरित्याकाङ्कायां सवेकतंत्वं 
सवे ज्ञत्वे न व्याप्तं लद्भा बव्यापकाभावप्र तियो गित्वात्‌ | 
यद्यदभावव्यापकाभावप्रतियोगि तत्तेन व्याप्तम्‌ । यथा YR- 
वत्त्वमग्निमत्त्वेनेत्यस्याथस्य विवच्वितत्वात । अन्वयञ्धलिरेकिणि 
तु व्यतिरेकव्यापिरनुपयुक्तेव । विवच्ततव्यासेः uaafe- 
नेव सिद्धत्वात्‌ । व्यभिचाराभावप्रदशेनसुस्ेन कथ व्विट्पयुज्यते 
वेति ॥ 

पुनरनुसानं दिविधं स्वाथ पराथ च इति। aa are 
स्वप्रमितिहेतुः | स्वयमेव भ्ूयोदशनेन महानसादी यत्र ua 
स्तत्राग्निरिति व्यासिं wetar तदनन्तरं RAUR गत: | 
axa चाग्नो afea: aaa ua पश्यन्‌ व्यासिं स्मरति। 
यत्र धूमस्तत्राग्निरिति। तदनन्तरं qaqa गलस्य 
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वजह्हिव्याप्यघूमवानयं पवेत इति, ज्ञानसुत्पद्यते । तत्स्वार्थानु- 
मानम्‌ । अयं लिङ्गपरामश «aaa: तस्माद्ह्रिमानिति 
ज्ञानसुत्पद्यते। aq धमादग्निमनुसमाय परं प्रतिबोधयित 
पञ्चावयववाक्यं प्रयुङ्क्तो। पवतो वज्हिमान्‌ धूमवत्त्वात्‌ । 
यो यो धूमवान्‌ स सोऽग्निमान्‌ यथा मचानसः। तथा 
चायम्‌ । तस्मात्तथेति। अनेन प्रतिपादितालिङ्गात्परोऽ- 
afii प्रलिपद्यते vaga पराथोनुमानमित्यच्यते। प्रतिज्ञा- 
इेतृदा छरणोपनयनिगमनानोलि पच्चावयवबाः। साध्यवत्तया 
पच्ववचनं प्रतिज्ञा | यथा परवेतोऽग्निमानिति | साधनत्वख्यापक- 
विभत्तयन्तं लिङ्गवचनं 2a: । यथा घमवत्त्वादिलि। व्याप्ति- 
agaa टृष्टान्तः। स षिविधः। साधस्यदृष्टान्तो aver 
हृष्टान्तस्चेलि | तत्रान्वयव्यासिग्रहणस्थलं साधस्यहृष्टान्तः 
यथा घुमानुमाने मानस: | व्यलिरेकव्या सिग्रह णस्थल्लं 
वेधस्यदृष्टान्तः यथा तस्मिन्नेवानुमाने महाच्हद: anfa- 
प्रद्शेनपूयक हृष्टान्तवचनमुदाहरणम्‌ | तहिविधं साधर्म्योदा- 
छरणं वैधर्स्योदाहुरणं चेति। अन्वयव्या सिप्रदशेनपूबकं 
साधम्यदृष्टान्ताभिधानं साधर्म्यादाहरणम्‌ । यथा यो घुमवान्‌ 
सोऽस्निमान्‌ यथा agaa इति | व्यतिरेकव्याप्तिप्रदशेन- 
पूवकं वेधम्यदृष्टान्ताभिधानं कवैघर्म्यादाहरणम्‌ । योऽग्नि- 
मान्‌ न भवति स धूमवान्‌ न भवति यथा महाच्हद 
इलि | zeta प्रसदव्याक्षिकस्थ लिङ्गस्य पच्च्ठत्तित्व- 
ख्यापकं वचनमुपनयः | सोऽपि ट्टान्तानुसारिण fafau: | 
aa महानस इवायं पवतोऽपि धमवानिति साधर्म्योपनयः । 
नच चहद इवायं fada: पर्वत इति वैधर्म्योपनयः। सहेतुक 
qaqaq निगमनम्‌ | am तस्भान्पवेतो$श्निमानिति | 
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तदेलदसत्‌ | व्यापिद्देविध्यनिराकरणेनोदाचहरणाददे विध्यस्यापि 
निराक्कतत्वात्‌ पच्चावयवादिनियमानुपपत्तदय्य । नियमखण्डन- 
प्रकारः पदत्युक्तरोत्या ज्ञेयः । इत्यनुमाननिरूपणम्‌ | 

अथोपपत्तिदोषा निरूप्यन्ते।  उपपत्तिदोषो fefaw: | 
विरोधासद्र्तिभेदात्‌ । तत्र विरोधस्त्रिविधः । प्रलिज्ञाविरोध- 
हेतु विरोध-ृष्टान्तविरोधमेदात्‌ । तत्र प्रतिज्ञाविरोधो द्विविधः | 
प्रमा विरोध-स््वरवचनविरोधभेदात्‌ । aa प्रमाणविरोधोऽपि 
fafau: । प्रबल प्रमा विरो ध-सम ब लप्र मा णविरोघभे दात्‌ | 
तत्र प्रबलप्रमाणविरोधस्योदाहृरणं तु विमतं fam, इश्यत्वात्‌, 
aera लन्मिध्या, यथा शक्तिरजतमिति | wa सन्‌ घट इत्यादि- 
प्रत्यक्षेण, विमतं सत्यम्‌, आर्थक्रियाकारित्वात्‌, सम्प्रलिपन्रबदित्या- 
व्यनुमानेन, विशं सत्यमित्याद्यागमेन च जगतः सत्यत्वा उच्चारणात्‌ 
प्रबलप्रमाणविरोधो द्रष्टव्यः । समवलप्रमाणविरोधस्योटाह्करणं 
तु विमलं fam, ema. शुक्तिरजतवत्‌, विमतं सत्यं 
प्रामाणिकल्वादाव्मबदिति | अत्रानुमानदये व्यासिपचधर्मतयोः 
सास्यात्‌ समञरलप्रमाणविरोधो ज्ञातव्यः। स्त्रवचनविरोधो 
ffau: । अपसिदान्तजातिभेदात्‌ | aa पूर्वाचार्ये- 
यंग्रामाणिकतयाभ्युपगतं लदिरूदाङ्गोकारोऽपसिद्ान्तः । पूर्वा- 
चायंबचनस्यापि ख्वयमङ्कीक्कतत्वेन  स्तववचनत्वादपसिडान्त: 
स्ववबचनविरोधो भवति । यथा निरोज्चरसाङःख्यमते 
इश्व राङ्गोकारः aaqa एव स्वञ्रयाहतिर्जाति: । यथा 
मे माता बन्ध्येत्यादि । 

हेलुविरोधोऽपि दिविधः, स्वरूपासिदिरव्याप्िथेति | 
स्वरूपासिडेरुटाहरणं तु शब्दो$नित्यखाक्षुषत्वात्‌ डलि। wa 
qaga शब्दे नास्ति, तस्य चावणत्बात्‌। sanaa 
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fami लिङ्गस्य साध्येन तदभावेन च सम्बन्धः ; कचा 1ध्यसम्बन्धा- 
as 

भावे सति तदभावेनेव सम्बन्ध: ; उभयेसैस्वन्थोभाव्ेति । तत्राद्यो 
यथा शब्दोऽनित्यः प्रसेयत्वाटिति । दितोयो यथा शब्दो नित्यः 
कतकत्वादिति। वतोयो यथा सवेमनित्यं सत््वाद्िति। अत्र 
सस्य पच्चत्वेनो भयसम्बन्धो नास्ति । 

दृष्टान्तविरोधो दिविधः । साध्यवैकल्यं साधनवैकल्यं चेति । 
आद्यं यथा मनोऽनित्यं gama परमारणुबदिति। षितोयं 
यथा SANAMA यथा कर्मेति | 

असङ्गतिरुटाहरुणं तु इशवरवादिनं प्रति च्वित्यादिकं 
सकर्तकं कार्यत्वात्पटबदिति | आत्रानाकाङ्कितसाधनाय 
प्रयुक्तत्वादि fa, आऑआकाङ्ाबिरकोऽसङ्लिरिलि लल्लक्तणादिति | 

अन्ये तु पक्तधमेत्वं सपक्षसत्त्वं fagarenafa: अबाधित- 
fuaa आसत्प्रलिपक्ञत्वं चेति हेतोः पञ्च रूपाणि । तत्रान्बय- 
व्यलिरेकिणः पञ्चाप faafafa केबल्ान्वयिनस्तु चत्वारि 
रूपारिण | लस्य विपक्ञाभावेन पिपच्ञव्याङ्वत्तत्वाभावात्‌ | 
केवलव्यतिरिेकिणोऽपि चत्वारि रूपाणि, तस्य सपच्ताभावेन aaa 
सत्त्वानुपपत्तेः | तत्र faafaaetyg कतिपयसडिताः कतिपय- 
dza हेत्वाभासाः | ते चासिड-विरूडानेकान्तिक-कालात्यया- 
पदि्ट-सत्प्रतिपक्ताख्याः पञ्च हेत्वाभासाः । व्यासिप्ञधमेतान्यतर- 
बिकनो हेतुरसिद्धः । सच त्रिविधः, manfas: aufai 
व्याप्यत्वासिडच्चेति। तत्राश्रयासिदडो हिविधः। असदास्ययः 
सिदसाधकश्चलि। व्यो am i गगनारविन्दं सुरभि, 
अर जिन्द्त्वाव्सरोजारविन्दवत्‌ । अत्र गगनारविन्द्माञ्चयः, स॒ च 
नास्त्येव । चितोयो aati डइेशवरवादिनं प्रति faafaa 
aada कार्यत्वात्पटबदिति। अत्र साध्यस्य विनियितत्वेन पक्ष 
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साध्यसन्देहानुपपत्ती साध्यवतः wae अभावादाचयासिदडि- 
ater, स्वरूपासिदो यथा शब्दोऽनित्यस्ाक्तुषत्वादिति । अत्र 
चाक्षुषत्वं छेतुः, स च neath: wee ज्यावणत्वात्‌ । 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्धो fgfau: | साध्य सम्बन्ध रहितः सोपाधिक- 
सम्बन्धस्ेति। wA यथा सवें चणिकं सत्त्वादिति । अत्र 
सर्वेस्य पक्षत्वेन पच्ालिरिक्तसपच्ाभावात्साध्य सम्बन्धा भावो ज्ञेयः | 
दितोयो यथा वैधो fm पापसाधनं डिंसात्वात्‌ are 
femafefa | छिंसात्वपापसाधनत्वयोः सम्बन्धे निषिद्धत्वस्यो- 
qa: सत्त्वात्‌ । साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साश्चनाव्यापक उपाधिरिति 
उपाधिलचणम्‌ | यव्राधमसाधनत्वं aa निषिदत्वमिति साध्य- 
व्यापकता । यत्र fear aa निषिडल्वमिलि नास्ति । 
qa fara सत्त्वेऽपि निषिदत्वस्याभावात्‌ । ननु उपाधिः 
कथं दोष इति चेदित्यम्‌ । उपाधिव्येभिचारोन्रायकत्वेन प्रति- 
पच्तोत्रायकत्वेन वा दोषो भवति । aa fafaga साधना- 
व्यापकल्वात्पचाखिवरतमानं सत्‌ साध्यव्यापकत्वात्स्वव्याप्यमधमे- 
साधनत्वं ' निवर्तयदिंसात्वस्य साध्याभावसम्बन्धमापाद्यलि । 
व्यापकनिद्वत्तो व्याप्यनिद्वत्तेरावश्यकत्वात्‌। ततश्च ayaa 
fuaa aa विद्यमानो डेतुरनैकान्तिको भवति । 
प्रलिपचो्रायकत्वं त्वित्यम्‌ । उपाधिः खयं पचाहइयावरतेमानः 
स्वव्याप्ये साध्यं व्यावतेयति । ततश्चोपाध्यभावः साध्याभाव- 
साधने झछेतुभवति। वेधो हिंसा wadari न भवति 
आनिषिद्दत्वात्‌ भोजनवबदिति। एबं च सोपाधिकत्वाडिंसात्वं 
व्याप्यत्वासिदर्मिति ज्यम्‌ | 

उपाधि्चतुविधः | केवलसाध्यव्यापकः, पत्तघमो वच्छ्तन्न- 
साध्यव्यापकः, साघनधर्सा वच्छिन्र साध्यव्यापकः, उदासोनधर्मा- 
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बच्छि्र-साध्यव्यापकयेति। wren यथा- पर्वेतो धूमवानग्नि- 
म'त्वादित्यत्राद्रॅथनसंयोग उपाधिः। दितोयो यथा-वायुः 
gaa: प्रत्यच्छस्पर्श्या शयत्वा दित्यत्र afea व्यत्वावच्छिन्नप्रत्यच्तत्व- 
व्यापकमुद्धतरूपत्वम्‌। wa वद्षिद्रव्यत्वं पच्चघमे: sale 
रूपवत्त्वस्य केवलसाध्यव्यापकत्वं नास्ति। गुणादौ प्रत्यच्षत्व- 
सद्भावेऽपि उद्ध तरूपवत्वाभावात्‌ । अतो द्रव्यत्व [बच्छिन्ने- 
त्युक्तम्‌ । तथाप्याव्मनि न साध्यव्यापकता । अतो afez aat- 
वच्छिन्नेत्युक्तम्‌। त्टतोयो anma श्यामो भवितु- 
मति मैत्रोतनयत्वादित्यत्र मैवोतनयत्वावच्छिन्र-श्यामत्वव्यापकं 
शाकपाकजत्वम्‌ | sata शाकपाकजत्वस्य केवलसाध्य- 
व्यापकत्वं नास्ति । घटादौ श्यामत्वसङ्भावेऽपि श्ाकपाकजत्वा- 
भावात्‌ । अतो मैत्रोतनयत्वावच्छिननेत्युक्तम्‌ । चतुर्थो यथा 
परमारणुरूपं प्रत्यक्षं प्रमेयत्वात्‌ घटवदित्यत्र बचि द्र व्यत्वा- 
बच्छित्र-प्रत्यच्तत्वव्यापकसुद्ध तरूपवःत्वम्‌ । अत्र बद्चिट्रेव्यत्व- 
मुदासोनो. घस: । अस्य पत्तधमेत्वाभावात्‌ साधनत्वा- 
भावाच | अत्र यत्र प्रत्यक्षत्व ada तरूपत्वम्‌ इति साध्य- 
व्यापकता नास्ति। गुणादौ व्यभिचारात्‌। अतो afe- 
ट्रेव्यत्वावच्छिनरत्यृक्तम्‌। तथा च यत्र बच्दिट्रेव्यत्वावच्छिन्नः 
प्रत्यक्षत्वं तवोद्धतरूपवक््वमिति साध्यव्यापकता ज्या । यत्र 
प्रमेयत्वं तव्रोद्दतरूपमिति साचनव्यापकता नास्ति। 
qa व्यभचारात्‌ । उघाधिलक्तषणि तु साधनाव्यापक 
उपाधिरित्यक्ते शब्दोऽनित्यः कृतकत्वादित्यत्र घटत्वसुपाधिः स्यात्‌ । 
कतकत्वर्वात शब्दे घटत्वस्याभावात्‌ । अत उक्तां साध्यव्यापकत्वे 
afa: साध्यव्यापक उपाधिर्त्यिक्त waa द्रव्यत्व 
सुपाधिः स्यात्‌ । अत sai साधनाश्यापकेति | 
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साध्याभावव्यासो @afaas: 1 यथा wer नित्यः 
कृतकत्वादिति। mand fe नित्यत्बाभावेना नित्यत्वेन व्याप्तम्‌ | 
खव्यभिचारो5नेकान्तिक: | स त्रिविध: । साधारणासाधारणानुप- 
संहारिभटात्‌ aa साध्याभाववद्दत्तिः साधारणानेकान्तिकः | 
पवतो$ग्निमान प्रमेयत्वादिति । प्रमेयत्वस्य asnnaafa se 
विद्यमानत्वात्‌ । सर्वेसपच्तविपच्चव्याठत्तः पच्च एव वतेमानो 
हेतुरसाधारणानेकान्तिकः afan गन्धवतत्वार्दिति। गन्ध- 
वत्त्वं सर्वेभ्यो नित्येभ्योऽ निळ भ्यो व्यावत्त amaa a I अन्वयव्यलि- 
रेकहृष्टान्तर दितोऽनुपसं कारि । यथा सवं मनित्यं प्रमेयत्वादिति | 
अत्र adafa पक्तत्वात दृष्टान्तो नास्ति! यस्य साध्याभावः 
प्रमाणेन निश्चितः स कालात्ययापदिष्टः | gaña aqfaa 
efa चोच्यते । यथा सवै तेजो5नुव्ण पदाथेत्वबादित्यत्रानुष्णात्वं 
साध्यं तदभाव उबव्णत्वं स्पार्श नप्रत्यक्षेण aga इति। 
साध्याभावसाधकं हेत्वन्तरं यस्य विद्यते स सत्प्रतिपक्षः | 
यथा शब्दो नित्यः mauaa शबच्दत्ववत्‌ । शब्दोऽनित्यः 
कारयेत्वा्ठटटवदित्यनेन प्रलिरुडत्वात्‌। अयमेव प्रकरणसम्म 
इलि चोच्यते । aulere«uifeqr डदारणवदट्वभासमाना 
उदाछरणाभासाः । ते चानेकप्रकारा:। तलत्र साधर्म्याोदा- 
हरणे तावत्साध्यवेकल्यं यथा मनोऽनित्यं म्वूलत्वात्‌ । aaa 
तदनित्यं यथा परमाणुरिति | परमाणावनित्यत्वाभावात्‌ 
खाध्यवेकल्यम्‌ | साघनवेकल्यं यथा अतैवानुमान यथा कर्मात | 
कर्मे णोऽनित्यत्वेऽपि सूतेत्वाभावात्‌। डभयबैकल्धें यथा-- 
अस्मित्रवानुमाने यथाऽऽकाश् डति। वैधर्स्योदाकुरणे साध्या- 
भाचवैकल्यं यश्या-ततै वाल॒माने यथा कर्मति। araa- 
भाववैकल्यं यथा- ततै वानुमाने यदनित्यं न भवति तन्मृतें न 
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भवलि यथा परसाणरिति। उभयाभाववेकल्यं यथा-- 
afaaaraara यथा घट इलि agfa i 

तद्देतद्सत्‌। केषाच्धिददूषणत्वात्‌। ë afana- 
विरोधादिव्वन्तभावात्‌ | केषाद्धित्‌ अदूषणत्वप्रकारः अन्त- 
भावप्रकारख पडत्यक्तरोत्या ज्ञातव्यः । विस्तरभयान्नेक्ठोच्यते | 
इलि सवे समच्ज्ञसम्‌। इति शोमञ्जयतोथपूच्यपाद- 
प्रदर्थितसार्गानुवतिन्यां प्रमाण चन्द्रि कायामनुमानपरिच्छेदः | 




















आगमपरिंच्छटः 
ज्योवेदव्यासाय नमः । हरि: ॐ ॥ 


अधागमो निरूप्यते । निर्दोष: शब्द आगमः । आगमा- 
भासेऽतिव्यासिवारणाय निर्दोषेति । प्रत्यक्ञादावतिऱ्या्तिवारणाय 
शब्द इलि। अबोधकत्वम, विपरोतबोधकत्वम्‌, ज्ञातज्ञापकत्वम्‌, 
आप्रयोजनवत्त्वम्‌, आनभिम्मतप्रयोजनवक्ष्वम्‌, अश्यक्यसाधनप्रति- 
पादनम्‌,लघपाये सति गुरूपायोपदेशनमित्यादयः शब्ददोषा: | 
Samana च tur, निरभिघेयत्वेन अन्वयाभावेन चेति | 
तव्राद्यस्योदाहइरणं कचटतपार्ना जबगडदल्वादित्यादि । दितोय- 
स्योदाहरणं ative: पुरुषो हस्तोति ; कुण्डमजाजिनम्‌ ; दश 








दाडिमानि षडपूपा safe; विपरोतबोधकस्योटाहरणं 
विमलं मिथ्या; yani वेदाधिकारोऽस्ति ब्राह्मणानां 
नास्तीत्यादि | ज्ञातज्ञापकत्वस्योदाह्ुरणं तु प॒रस्तादादित्यः 


sefa पसादस्तमेलि । मधुरो गुडः ; faa निम्बफल्मित्यादि | 
न च प्रमाणान्तरसंवादख दाव्यलेतुरेवेत्यक्तत्वेन कथं Mad- 
ज्ञापकत्वस्य दोषत्वमिति वाच्यम्‌ । पूवप्रज्वत्तप्रमाणेनाप्रामाण्य- 
ग्ङ्काकन्तङ्क्तिनाथानिणये तु उत्तरोत्तरप्रद्वत्तप्रमाणानां 
तत्रिणीयकत्वेन दाव्य हेतुल्वस्य तदर्थत्वात्‌ । अप्रयोजनवत्त्वस्यो- 
दाहरणम्‌ 

काकस्य कलि वा दन्ता: मेषस्याण्डं कियत्पस्लम्‌ | 

aaa कति रोमाणि का बातो चोलमर्ड़ले ॥ इत्यादि | 
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अनभिमतप्रयोजनवतत्वस्योदाहरणं विरक्तं प्रति वाणिज्योप- 
देश इत्यादि।  अश्वक्यसाधन-प्रतिपादकत्वस्योदाहरणं gA- 
afra स्शतिहृरच्हिममच्ोधरोत्तर-सानुसिडम्शतसव्ज्ञोवनो- 
कथनादि। लघूपाये सति गुरूपायोपद्धेशनस्योदाहरणं aga 
जायमानं कायें कुठारेण कुर्विति; afaa प्रति Ratu- 
लरङ्किणोतोरे कृपखननोपदेश इत्यादि | 

शब्द: पदवाक्याव्मक; 1 विभत्त्न्ता वर्णाः पदम्‌ । 
जबगडदेत्या दिवण सम्वूहे$तिव्यासिवारणाय विभक्तचन्ता इति । 
आकाङ्कायोग्यतासन्चिधिमतां पदानां UAA वाक्यम्‌ । यस्य 
येन विना वाक्यार्थान्चयाननुभरावकतल्बं तस्य aarti यथा 
घटमानयेत्यत्र क्रियापदस्य कमपदेन विना क्रियाकमेभावान्वय- 
बोधा जनकत्वमित्यानयपदस्य घटपदेन सहाकाङ्ा । अथवा 
पूवेपदसच्ज्ञाताकाङ्कापूरकत्वमाकाङ्ा । अतएव गोरश्बः पुरुषो- 
Smita न वाक्यम्‌, परश्परान्वयविरहात्‌ | aang 
चेलनधमे:ः तथापि अ्र्थास्तावत्स्त्रपद्ोतुरन्योन्यविषयाकाङ्ा- 
जनकत्वेन Sater इत्यच्यन्ते। तलत्प्रलिपादकत्वात्पदान्धपि 
साकाङ्काणोत्यच्यन्ते । प्रतोतान्वयस्य प्रमाणा दिविरोधाभावो 
योग्यता । यथा जलेन सिद्धतोत्यत्र जलसेचनयोः कायकारणा- 
भावसंसरे स्याचाधितत्वात्‌ सेचनस्य जलेन सहान्वयो योग्यता | 
अत पवाग्निना सिच्चतोति न वाक्यम्‌ । योग्यताविरहात्‌ । 
न yaaa: परस्परान्वययोग्यतास्ति । अविलम्बं- 
Aafaa सर्जिधि: । यथाश्व्यवघानेनोञ्चरितानि गामानये- 
त्यादिपदानि सर्त्रिधिमन्ति। {waua प्रहरे प्रहरे$सहोञ्चरितानि 
गामानयेत्यादोनि न वाक्यम्‌ । सन्निध्यभावात्‌ । 

अत्र वाक्यं करग्यम्‌, पदार्थस्म्‌ तिरवान्तरव्यापारः वाक्यार्थज्ञानं 
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फलम्‌ । आगमोऽपि शक्तिग्रहादिसंयुतः सम्यक्‌ aa एवाथस्य 
बोधको न प्रत्य क्षवव्सतत्तादिमाटेण | आगमस्यानुमानवत्‌ 'ज्ञात- 
करणत्वात्‌ | अन्यथा आगमस्य स्वरूपतः सत्त्वेऽपि तद््याविणः 
खवणेऽप्यग्टक्कोतसङ्गतिकस्य वा Ge: स्वाथप्रमापकत्वाषत्तेः | 
गवादिपदानां जातावेव अक्ति: विगेषणलया ज्ञाते: प्रथम्म- 
सुपस्थितत्वात्‌। व्यक्तिलाभस्त्वाचेपादिति केचित्‌ । जाति- 
विञ्चिषटटा व्यक्तयो वाच्याः | अत्र जालिञ्चन्दः शब्दप्रघत्तिनिमितत्त- 
परः। तथा चाकाग्रादयः सर्वेऽपि शब्दाः प्रद्वत्तिनिमित्तर्विगष्ट- 
वस्तुवाचिन इत्यपरे । घटादिशब्दषु जातिः, टेवदत्तादिरुं ज्ञा- 
शब्देषु व्यक्तिः, सास्त्रादिमच्छन्देषु आङलिः, गवादिशब्देषु ब्रितय- 
मपोत्येके । वस्तुतस्तु यस्माच्छञ्दाञ्फटिति या बन्तो$्धा: प्रतोयन्ते 
तावन्तस्तच्छव्द्वाच्याः । Ae तु शक्तिग्रह प्रत्यासत्त्तिरूपम्‌ | 
यथा घटशब्देन घटघटल्वयो: प्रलोयमानत्वाल्‌ स शब्द: AI WaT: | 
Wad: गुणगुणिनोः शक्त: । wane: क्रियातदाचययोः, 
दण्डिशब्दो देवदत्तदण्डयोः शक्त इत्यादि द्रव्यम्‌ i यद्दा गवादि- 
पदानां विशेष्यतया व्यक्तय एव वाच्याः। आनयादिकं तु 
विशेषणत्वादिना वाच्यम्‌ । गामानयेत्यादा aaaraaare: 
व्यक्तावेव सम्भवेन विशेष्यतया व्यक्तावेव शक्तिकल्पनात्‌ | 
ग्क्तिय्रद्खाङ्गलिप्रसारणादिपूवक नि्देशेनेब भर्वात। तथा चि 
मातुः पितुर्वा अङ्क स्थितं बालमन्धमनस्कं सन्त मङ्कस्तिप्रसारणा- 
कोटिकावादनाभ्यां स्वनचनश्चवणाभिमुर् marana च 
विशाय यदा व्यत्पादयिता वाक्यं प्रयुङ्क्त बाल aaa माला लव 
पितायं ते भ्त्रातायं कद्लोफलम्रभ्यवह्रलोत्सादि। लदा aa 
निर्देशेनेव aa ग्ब्द्ससुदायस्य लस्मिन्रथसमृदाये वाच्यवाचक- 
भावसम्बन्धं लावव्सामान्यतोऽवगच्छलि चालः इदमनेनायं 
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बोधयतोति । पुनरियं ते स्वसा, अयं ते सखाऽपूपं खादतोत्यादि- 
प्रयोगान्तरेषु शब्दार्थयोरावापोष्यापाभ्यां शब्दभे दादिकमवगम्य 
मात्राटिपदानां जनन्यादौ विशेषलो बा चकल्बमवगच्छतोलि | 

अपरे तु शक्तिग्रह ठडव्यवहारात्‌ । तथा हि व्युत्पित्सुबालो 
गामानयेत्यत््तमदव्वदवाक्य खच वणानन्तरं मध्यमतडस्य nafa- 
qua गवानयनं eer मध्यमव्ड प्रव ्तिजनकज्ानस्य अन्वय- 
व्यलिरेकाभ्यां वाक्यजन्यत्व fafaa अश्वमानय गां बधानेति- 
वाक्यान्तरे आवापोह्ापाभ्यां गोपदस्य गोव्यक्तौ शक्तिः अश्वपड्स्य 
अश्वव्यक्ती शक्तिरिति aqaa ANg तन्र। we 
दिस्मरणञशोलस्य बालस्य एवष्यदानयनपयेन्तं शब्दा नुसन्धाना- 
द्य नुपपत्तः | 

afafefaur: ensen Afa । aa शक्तिम ख्या 
afan अ्थस्मृत्यनुकूलपदार्थेसम्बन्धः क्तिः। सा च 
समयसङ्गतिसङ्ञेत जा वकत्बादि भिव्य वज्हि यते | सा ufa- 
स्त्रिबिचा । योगः efe: योगरूढियेति। amaaa- 
अक्तिर्योगः। समुटायशक्तो efs: उडभयश्चक्तिर्योगरूढिः | 
aa केचन शब्दा योगेनेबाथबोधका: | ते च पाचकपाठकर्टाण्ड- 
कुण्डल्यादयः | केचन रूव्यैवाथेबोधकाः। ते च घटपटादयः | 
केचन उभाभ्यामथप्रत्यायकाः। ते च पङ्ञजादयः । एवमन्या 
अपि महायोगाव्याः मुख्यद्यत्तयो ज्ञेयाः | लच्ञणा त्वसुख्या AfA: | 
JAJAA लक्ता । सा felan agaa अजच्क्षच्तण्णा 
afa: यब्र वाच्यार्थस्यान्वयाभावः तत्र जहल्लचणा। यथा 
गङ्गायाँ घोष इत्यादौ | यत्र वाच्यार्थस्याप्यन्वयः तत्राज'हक्षच्षण्णा | 
यथा छत्रिणो यान्तीत्यादौ | सा पुनष्ठिविधा। प्रयोजननिरपेच्चा 
प्रयोजनसापेक्ता चेति । तत्राद्या यथा maaa । इयं 
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प्रयोजनाभावे$पि प्रतोयमानत्वात्‌ रूढलच्षणित्यच्यते। featar 
यथा agat घोष इलि। <a च पावित्रगादिप्रयोजनापेच्तया 
प्रवतेमानत्वात्के बललचणित्यच्यते | मुख्यार्यालुपपत्तिल्षणणा- 
बोजम्‌ | एवमन्या अपि गोण्याव्या अमुख्या उत्तयो ज्ञेयाः | 
आगमो दिक्रिधः | अपोरुषरेयः पौरुषेयेति । तत्रापोरुषेयः 
क्टगाटिसटागमा: । पौरुषेयो आरता ट्सिटागमा: । तदुक्तम्‌ 
आगमो दिविधो ज्ञेयो नित्योऽनित्यस्तघेव च । 
ama भारतं चेव पद्यरात्रमथाखिलम्‌ । 
qatar चैव प॒राणं च लदाव्मकम्‌ ॥ 
*ये चानुयायथिनस्त्वेषाँ सर्वे ते च सदागमाः | 
दुरागमास्तद्न्ये ये ते न ज्ञेया जनादन इलि ॥ 


ननु वेदः पौरुषेयो वाक्यसम्तूहत्वात्‌ कालिटासा टिवाक्य- 
वदिति चेत्र। अ्रयमाणकतृकत्वस्योपाधित्वात्‌ । ननु वेदो 
न प्रमाणम्‌ । acastasta फलानुपलन्भात्‌, विप्रलम्भकवाक्य- 
afefa चेन्न । वेदः प्रमाणमेव अपोरूषेयवाकात्वात्‌ व्यलिरिके- 
णोन्मतत्तवाक्यवदिलि युक्तिविरुडत्वात्‌। न fafs: वाचा 
विरूपनित्ययेत्यादिञ्गतः आनादिनिधना नित्या anyar 
स्वयम्भुवेति waa | न च पफलविसंवादादप्रामाण्यम्‌ । 
 आधिकारिणां aura तदनुपलब्भस्य कतवैगुण्यादि- 
निमित्तकत्वादिति। नन्वागमो न प्रमाण निर्विषयत्वात्‌ | 
विप्रलम्भकवाक्यवत्‌ | तथा «fe, विषयो fefau: 
ma: atraafa | aaa: yaaga faqa: | 














* gfeaqea maq अस्पष्टार्थकः। अस्माभिः यधाबुद्धि परिशोध्य स्थापित: । 
सन्धान्तरसंवादाद्‌ यद्यास्थितः पाठो निषातब्य: । 
21 
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अन miaa विषयमोक्ञामहे येन विषयेणागमः प्रमाणं 
स्यात्‌ यव्यप्यागमः परोक्ञज्ञानजनकः तथापि त्वन्मते 
ज्ञापकस्य सिडसाधकस्य मानान्तरविषये प्रवर्तमानत्वा- 
दप्रामाण्यम्‌। एबं सर्वोऽप्यागमः असङ्को्णविषयाभावा- 
प्रमाणमिति चेच । यथाऽपरोचविषयत्वाविशेषेऽपि afz- 
विषयासङ्कोणविषयसिडये चक्षुरादेः प्रामाण्यमवजे नोयं 
तदत्प रोच्ञविषयत्वाविशेषेऽपि अनु मानबिषयासङ्कोणे-स्त्रगाप- 
वगोदिगतविषयविशेषसिडये आगमप्रामाण्यस्याबजे नोयत्वात्‌ | 
न fe स्वर्गापवर्गादिगतो विशेषोऽनुमानवेद्यः येनागमस्य 
निर्विषयत्वं स्यात्‌ । अन्यथा परोक्ञविषयत्वादागम्ः एव प्रमाणम्‌ | 
अनुमानं लु निविषयत्वादप्रमाणमेवेलि स्यादिति | 

आगमोऽनुमान एवान्तभवतोति वैशेषिकाः। तदसत्‌। 
व्याप्तराव्यननु सन्धानेऽपि वाक्या थ प्रतो तेरनुभवसिदत्वात्‌ । 
आवोरुषेयः एथक प्रमाण पोरुपेयस्त्व मनुमानमिलि † भास्करः | 
लद्प्यसत्‌। उभयत्र वाक्याथबोधकाकाङ्गयोग्यतादिसामय्रो- 
ana सति विशेषकल्पकाभावात्‌ । aed वर्णितानि त्रोण्य 
warts | एतेभ्योऽन्धन्न प्रमाणम्‌ | 














नन्वर्थापत्तिरप vag प्रमाणमस्ति। अनुपपद्यमानाथ- 
zamaz बुदिरर्थापत्तिः । जोवंच्चेत्रो ग्रह नास्तोति 
च्युते हषे वा vam afeard कल्प्रत। जोवबतो 
ग्टहेऽसत्त्वं बह्िर्भावं विना नोपपद्यते । अतो ग्टडछेऽसत्त्वान्यथा- 





* अन्त्योऽनमन।स्य विषय sad पाठः stead: लिपिकरप्रमादात्‌ पाठः 
सञ्जात saqa | 


+ प्रभाकरः (?) 
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नुपपत्तिप्रसूता्थोपत्तिरेिवब बचिःसत्त्वे प्रमाणम्‌ | तञ्च 
प्रत्यक्ञाद्भ्यो भिन्नम्‌ । बहिभोवस्य प्रत्य ्चाद्यविषयत्वात्‌ । मैवम्‌, 
अर्थापत्तेरनुमान एवान्तर्भावात्‌ । चैत्रो बह्िरस्ति जोवत्वे सति 
गर ह$सत्वात्‌ | यो जोवन्‌ यत्र नास्ति स ततोऽन्यत्रास्ति यथाहु- 
मित्यनुमानेनेब बह्िभावस्य प्रतोयमानत्वात्किमर्थापत्तेः 
एथक्कल्पनया | wa व्यभिचारवारणाय सत्यन्तं we विद्यमाने 
Zaz व्यभिचारवारणाय विशेष्यभाग इति ध्येयम्‌ | 

ननु उपमानमपि gam प्रमाणमस्ति । अतिदेशवाक्याथे- 
स्म रणसछळतगोसा टश्यविशिष्ट पिण्ड ज्ञानमुपमानम्‌ । amf 
afas ग वयञ्चब्दार्थेम जानन्कुलश्चिटारण्यकात्पुरुषान्गोसडशो गवय 
इत्य लिदेशवाक्यं Wal वनगतस्तषाक्याथें स्मरन्‌ गोसाहृश्य- 


ffraw पश्यलि। लदनन्तरमयं गवयशब्दवाच्य इति 
प्रमिलिरुत्मव्यते।  डयं तु प्रत्यक्ञाद्यजन्यत्वात्‌ प्रमाणान्तर- 
सुपमा नाख्यमाक्िपतोति | तलत्र, उपमा नस्याप्यनुमान 





एवान्तभावात्‌ । यया विमतो गवयशब्दवाच्यः अगोत्वे सति 
गोखडश्ात्वाइयतिरेकेण् घटवत्‌ । Weeds narat व्यभिचार- 
वारणाय सत्यन्तम्‌ । घटादी व्यभिचारवारणाय विशेष्यम्मिति | 
नन्वभावाख्यं एथक प्रमाणमस्ति । लञ्चाभावग्रह्णायाङ्गो- 
करणोयम्‌ । तथा fe घटाव्यनुपलन्धोौ घटाभावो निश्चोयते । 
'आलुपलब्धिसोपलब्धयभाव इलि | अभावय़कुणेन घटाभावो zea 
sfa Sai तस्योक्तव्वन्तर्भावात्‌ । तथा हि अभावज्ञानकारण्य- 
मभावप्रमाणम्‌ । लत्दानों कोरवाद्यभावो भारतादवगम्यते 
देवदत्तस्य चक्षुराद्यभावः विमतखच्ञरद्धितः अरूपज्ञत्वा 
दित्य नुमा नगस्य: | सुरा व्यभा वप्रमि लिस्तत्सा चिप्रत्य aia 
रस्या | पुरोद्वक्तिघटाद्यभावप्रतोलिस्तु 'कटिति जायमाना 
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प्रत्यक्तषफलमेव।॥ न त्वनुपलब्धिमात्रजन्या आपरोच्ञज्ञान- 
त्वात्‌ । अनुपलन्धिस्त्वबज नोयसत्रिधिरेव | अनुपलब्धेरवजेनो य- 
सर्तञरिधित्वमा ले ण ए थक प्रमा णत्वे भावोपलब्धावभावानु- 
qafat प्रमाणं स्यात्‌ aa त्वन्धकारे इस्तप्रसारणादिरूप- 
परामर्शेन घटाभावं प्रत्येति तदानुपलब्धिस्तत््वेन न तत्कारणम्‌ | 
किन्तु *लिङ्कत्वेनेव । चटोऽत्र नास्ति योग्यत्वे सत्यनुपलभ्य- 
मानत्व।न्नजवदिति | नन्वभावस्यापोन्द्रियेण सन्निकर्घानुप- 
पत्तेने तजज्ञानस्य प्रत्यक्षफलत्वमिति Sai भावबटभावस्यापि 
qaaa fana बाधकाभावात्‌ | 

ननु ë amama gan प्रमाणानि ë afa] 
Haq । तेषामप्यक्तेच्वन्तभाबात्‌। तथाडि अल्पप्रमासाधनं 
बऱल'ज्ञानं सम्भव; । यथा ग्रतमस्तोति ज्ञाने पच्चाशज्ज्ञानम्‌ | 
तदनुमान एवान्तभवति। देवदत्तः पन्चाशद्दान्‌ू श्रतवत्त्वात्‌ 
यथाहमिति प्रयोगसम्भवात्‌ ।  प्रसक्तप्रतिषेचे परिशिष्यमाणो 
afs: परिशेषः। स दिविधः। विधिमुखो निषेधमुखख् । 
aari यथा । चेव्रमेबयोरयं चैत्र डत्यक्तोऽन्धस्मिन्सैत्रप्रमा | 
हितोयो यथा । नायं चैत्र त्यक्ते तस्मिन्ैत्रप्रमेलि । sanaa- 
मानजन्या | विमतो मैत्र: चेत्रमेत्रयोरन्यतरत्वे सलि आचेत्रत्वात्‌ 
व्यतिरेकेण चेल्रबदिति प्रयोगोपपत्तेः | aaa व्यभिचार- 
वारणाय सत्यन्तम्‌ | उपक्रमादोन्यपि अनुमानादोन्येव | एतेषां 
वबाक्यतात्‌पयोनुमापकत्वात्‌। अनिदिष्टवक्तकं प्रवादपारम्मर्य- 
मैलिह्यम्‌ । यथात्र वटे पिश्याचोऽस्तोलि वाक्यम्‌ । तदागम यव । 
एवमन्यानि अाकुनलिपिचेष्टादोन्यपि प्रमाणान्यक्तेष्वन्तर्भाव्यानि | 





——— 


— — — — 








क fafaa इति त मुद्रितप॒स्तके पाडः । 
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ma प्रामाण्य निरूप्यते। प्रामाण्यस्य aaa fasa । 
उत्पततो wal चेति । तत्तोत्पत्तो स्वतस्त्वं नाम 'क्ञानकारणमात्र- 
जन्यत्वम्‌ । येन ज्ञानं जायते RAG तद्गतं प्रामाण्यं जायत इति | 
Sal SARS नाम ज्ञानग्राहकमात्रग्राह्मत्वम्‌ । येन ज्ञानं ग्ट्यते 
तेने तब्चतप्रामाण्यमपि zea इति । अप्रामाण्यस्य परलस्त्व - 
मपि afiwa उत्पततो sat चेलि। तव्रोत्पत्तौ परतस्त्वं 
नाम ज्ञानकारणालिरिक्ताकारणजन्यत्वम्‌ । SA परतस्त्व नाम 
चञानय़ादकातलिरिक्त-य्राह्मात्वमिलि वस्तुस्थिति: | aa ज्ञानानां 
प्रामाण्यमप्रामाण्यं च उत्प त्तो ज्ञप्तो च च स्वत एवेति साङ्कया मन्यन्त | 
उभयं परत vafa नेयायिकाः। तत्र ज्ञानमिन्द्रियादिजन्यम्‌ | 
प्रामाण्यं पुनरिन्द्रियादिगुणजन्यम्‌ । तथा अप्रामाण्यं तदडोष- 
जन्यम्‌ । एवं ज्ञानं मानसप्रत्यकवेद्यम्‌ । तत्प्रामाण्यज्ञानं 
च संवादविसवादादिलिङ्गजन्यमिलि। प्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं 
गुण: | अप्रमा ऽसाधारणकारणं दोष: । प्रामाण्यं परलोऽप्रामाख्यं . 
स्वत इलि बोडा: | वस्तुतस्तु दन्ट्रियाटिनेव ज्ञानं प्रामाण्यं 
चोत्पद्यते | आप्रामाण्यं तु दोषसच्छतन्द्रियादिभिरुत्पद्यत | 
तथा ज्ञानं तत्प्रामाण्यं च साच्तणेव ज्ञायते। अप्रमाणज्ञान- 
स्वरूपमात्रं साच्िवेव्यम्‌ । लदप्रामाण्यं तु विसंवादादिनानुमेय- 
fafa | ननु ज्ञानग्राह्कमातैणेलत्प्रामाण्यग्रक्णं कर्णानां तु 
च्ञानजनकत्वञ्चक्तिरेव सत्रका रणासाद्ितपामाण्यज न कत्वञ्क्ति:ॐ | 


» स्वकारणासादिताप्र।माण्यजनकल्वशक्तिरिलि पाठी मृद्रितपुक्तके प्रमाणपद्धतौ 
चोपलभ्यते । स चच प्रामादिकः। अस्मद्त्प्रेकितपाठरू.व सामीौचौन्यं “ag च 
जनानजनकत्वशक्तिप्रामान्यजनकत्व शत्योरेकत्वमेव करयाप्रामारद्चन्वोत्पत्ती स्वलख्चमिलि 
भाव: इति जनाद्‌ नक्कतटीकातः waa | 


a पी, री हि हु 
Ca i m . 
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प्रामाण्यजनने तु दोषवञ्चादन्या शक्तिभवतोति । ज्ञसिस्तु* 
परत wai उइन्द्रियादिस्वरूपस्य यथायथं1 प्रमाणवेद्यत्वात्‌ | 
!ंयथाथ'क्ञानसाधन त्व स्या प्यनुमानवेद्यत्वादित्येतत्‌ कुत: । ज्ञान- 
 ग्राहकातिरिक्तग्राह्मत्वे किं बाधकमिति चेन्न | लथात्वेऽन- 
वस्थानात्‌ । तथा हि प्रामाण्य तावदवश्य केनचित्‌ प्रमाणेन 
ज्ञातव्यं अन्यथा तदभावप्रसङ्गात्‌। न च ज्ञानग्राककातिरिक्तान 
axed सम्भवति । तत्प्रामाण्यस्याप्यन्येन ग्रह्णाङ्गोकारेऽन- 
वस्थानातू । तस्य स्त्रलस्त्वे प्रथमस्यैव लथात्वाङ्गोकारो पपत्तेः । 
अतः परिशेषात्‌ प्रामाण्यस्य स्वतस्त्वसिदिः। न च mfa- 
वेद्यत्वेऽप्यनवस्थानप्रसङ्ः समान इलि वाच्यम्‌। साच्तो 
Samat: स्त्राव्मानं स्वप्रामाण्यं च गोचरयतोत्यङ्गो कारात्‌ | 
ज्ञानस्येब लथाभावोऽभ्यपगम्यतामिलि qa आन्त: क रया- 
aasiaga जडत्वेन स्त्रयम्प्रकाञ्चत्वायोगादिलि । करणप्रामार्यं 
| तु पद्दत्यृक्तरोत्या ज्ञातव्यमिति सवें रमष्णोयम्‌ ॥ शोः ॥ 












इति सोमच्छलारिशेषा चायेरचितायां प्रमाण- 
चन्द्रिकायामागमपरिच्छदः समाप्तः | 
य्योवेदव्यासः प्रोयलाम्‌ ॥ 





* करणप्रामास्य़स्येति शेष: । 

+ स्त्रप्रमापवेद्यत्वादिति agent पाठ: | 

१ इन्द्रियादियाहकानमानाद्ातिरिक्तानमानवेदात्वादित्य्थ:ः। sé च प्रामाण्यस्य 
sA परतस्चक थनं कर शस्व करणयाक्कमावया'ह्यत्वदळ्पं स्वतस्व नेत्यभि'व्य। अतएव 
सुधायां “कराना तु Sal eaa area” इत्यादिना अत्रोक्तं पच्चसक्का “अथवा 
ज्ञानजनकत्वं येन ग्रहाति तत एव यथाथज्ञानजनकत्वस्य लदी यस्य awe स्वतस्तवम्‌ 
इति पचान्तरसुक्तम'' इति जनादंनटीका सूलयन्याभिप्रायं विश्वद्यन्तौ अनुसऱ्थेया | 





